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TO THE 


MOST REV. SAMUEL ECCLESTON, 

ARCHBISHOP OF BALTIMORE. 

Most Reverend Sir : 

Your eminent station, and still more your zeal 
for our holy Religion, encourage me to inscribe to 
you the following Letters, directed to vindicate the 
Primacy of the Apostolic See. The influence of 
your example must be powerful with those who 
reflect that you sacrificed early prejudice to truth, 
and that whilst you yield to none in love of coun- 
try, and attachment to its free institutions, you 
cherish profound veneration for the high authority 
which Christ established for the government of 
his Church. With such a Prelate at the head of 
the American Hierarchy, who recommends Reli- 
gion by the exercise of the mild virtues which it 
inspires, we may hope that many of those who he 
scattered throughout this vast and flourishing 
Republic, like sheep without a shepherd, will 
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soon be brought to the fold of Jesus Christ. This 
is, doubtless, your highest ambition, and most 
earnest prayer, as it is likewise the object dearest 
to the heart of him who, with veneration and 
esteem, subscribes himself, 

Your devoted brother in Christ, 
t FRANCIS PATRICK KENRICK, 

Bishop of Arath and Coadj. Philadelphia . 

Philadelphia, December 8, 1837. 
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PREFACE. 


The following Letters have been written in reply 
to the work which has recently appeared from the 
pen of the Protestant Episcopal bishop of Ver- 
mont, in which “the Church of Rome, at the pre- 
sent day, is compared with the Church of Rome 
in her primitive purity,” and which is “addressed 
to the Roman Hierarchy.” The investigation 
which has been thus opened is highly interesting, 
and the mode in which it is conducted sufficiently 
novel to increase the interest. Though the early 
writers of the Anglican Church made free use of 
the Fathers, it was found by experience so difficult 
to suit their testimony to the doctrines of the day, 
that appeals to their authority have become com- 
paratively rare in Protestant polemics. Bishop 
Hopkins has ventured anew on ground whence 
many a champion of Protestantism had been forced 
to retreat, and hgs advanced close to our camp, 
brandishing weapons taken from our own armory. 
Not confining himself, as some more cautious dis- 
putants, to the earliest Fathers, styled Apostolic, 
he has extended his researches to the middle of 
the fifth century, and presented, in regular array, 
a host of writers, with apparent confidence in tne 
favourable character of their testimony. Catholic^* 
owe him a debt of gratitude for directing public 
attention to these venerable witnesses of ancient 
faith ; and Protestants must feel flattered that sp 
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plausible a defence of their principles could have 
been made by their ingenious advocate. To in- 
spire confidence in his proofs. Bishop Hopkins 
cited at the bottom of the page, in many instances, 
the original Greek and Latin, and in some cases 
the received Latin version of some Greek Fathers. 
I regret to be obliged to dispute the fidelity of the 
English translation of several passages; and though 
I willingly acquit him of intentional misrepresen- 
tation ofthe meaning of the text, the learned reader 
will admit, that it has been, in many places, greatly 
mistaken. The frequency of my corrections, which 
I have generally made in the notes, may appear 
unkind, perhaps pedantic; but the errors sometimes 
materially affected the sense, and were made the 
occasion or ground of false argumentation. It is 
pleasing to find that a desultory mode of contro- 
versy has not been pursued by Bishop Hopkins, 
his arguments being directed almost exclusively 
against one tenet of Catholic faith — the Supre- 
macy of the Pope. It is, indeed, to be regretted 
that the Bishop did not confine himself to that 
v tenet, which would have fixed attention so com- 
pletely on it that the reader might have more 
easily formed his judgment. The occasional ob- 
jections introduced against General Councils have 
called for a reply, but have not afforded an oppor- 
tunity of a full development of the nature and au- 
thority of these venerable assemblies. The Letters, 
then, may be deemed the vindication of the Pri- 
macy alone, though incidentally the authority of 
General Councils is likewise vindicated. The 
main subject has been somewhat encumbered, in 
the work of Bishop Hopkins, by the introduction 
of supposititious works, and of passages having 
little or no connexion with it : wnich render the 
task of the writer and reader more tedious than it 
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would otherwise have been. By the repetition of 
assertions of the same kind in numberless places, 
the respondent has been led to repeat, with some 
variety of phrase, what a different arrangement 
would not have required. The plan, however, of 
the original work is somewhat new and pleasing, 
and well calculated for its end, uniting much art 
with apparent simplicity. The style is that of a 
gentleman and a scholar — and abounds in profess- 
ions of kindness — in exhortation — in appeals — 
and in prayer — but withal it conceals the bitter- 
ness of reproach and accusation. In the answer, 
gTeat care has been taken to repress the strong 
reeling which groundless imputations awaken — to 
temper its expression — and to sustain trujh with- 
out violating charity. It has been deemed, unne- 
cessary to swell the book by giving all the passages 
in the original Greek, or Latin, or in the Latin 
version of the Greek text, as most readers cannot 
profit by the facility which it affords of judging of 
the accuracy of the English version : but wherever 
a doubt might be excited as to the meaning of the 
words, or a correction was to be sustained, or the 
words seemed peculiarly important, they have 
been given in the notes. These Letters, written 
purely with a view to vindicate a divine dogma, 
appear without a#y pretensions to adventitious or- 
nament; and are submitted in the hope that they 
may fall into the hands of some who are not as 
yet of the fold of Jesus Christ, but whom his mercy 
designs to bring! that they may be of the one fold, 
under the one Pastor. 
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INTRODUCTORY LETTER. 


ON CATHOLIC PRINCIPLES. 


Right Reverend Sir : 

Your recent work, “ addressed to the Roman Hierarchy” 
and dedicated “ to the cause of Catholic unity,” has been read 
by me with no small degree of interest and attention. As one 
of the body addressed, which you are pleased to designate “ nu- 
merous, powerful, and august,” I could not be insensible to 
your very solemn appeal on a subject involving our eternal 
interests, and those of the millions over whom we watch, being 
to render an account for their immortal souls : as a friend 
to Catholic unity, I hail every . overture for reconciliation 
coming from the highly respectable and influential body to 
which you belong. In the perusal of your work, I have been 
afforded great gratification, no less by the method which you 
have adopted, and which, if constantly followed, must lead to 
the end we both have in view, than by the treasure of testimo- 
nies which it contains, regarding the rights of the apostolic see, 
which cannot be too highly valued. Some inaccuracies, how- 
ever, have escaped you, which I feel warranted in pointing out, 
although perfectly aware of the delicacy of the task, and of the 
responsibility incurred by anticipating my more experienced 
and more competent colleagues. I rely, however, on your 
indulgence, and on theirs, and only plead sincere zeal for 
the cause of Catholic unity. 

You commence by stating that the principle on which you 
proceed is our own principle ; and, by way of explanation, you 
add, that you should make your appeal in every case to the 
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ON CATHOLIC PRINCIPLES. 


authorities sanctioned by our own canon law. The use of such 
documents as have the sanction of the Church is certainly 
allowable, provided, however, they receive only that degree of 
authority which she ascribes to them : but as the body of canon 
law — especially that part styled the decree of Gratian — has re- 
ceived no solemn sanction, no weight can be given to passages 
extracted from it, beyond what the document to which it refers 
may possess intrinsically, or derive from the usage of the 
Church.* 

According to Gibert, whom you quote, and to whose posi- 
tion I willingly assent, the holy scriptures are the fountain of 
law, both as to faith and morals, when expounded by compe- 
tent authority, not by private interpretation, in accordance with 
that faith which was originally delivered to the saints. From 
it, he adds, we learn the necessity, utility and form of councils ; 
the model of which is found in the council of Jerusalem, whose 
proceedings are recorded in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts of 
the Apostles. General councils are placed by him next; and 
passing over the Pontifical decrees, which form a great portion 
of the canon law, he gives us a list of Fathers mentioned with 
approbation in a decree of a Roman synod, held towards the 
close of the fifth century. St Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, 
and martyr, is the first on this list ; and it is said, in the origi- 
nal decree, that his works are to be received in all things :t 
yet as among his reputed works are somej in defence of what 
is now acknowledged by all to be an error, — the invalidity of 
baptism administered by heretics, — we must suppose that these 
were rejected as supposititious, or that this general phrase ad- 
mits a certain latitude of signification. Although St Augustin 
was an ardent admirer of the great bishop of Carthage, he 

* See Devoti institut. Juris Can. 1. 1, § 79. 

t “ In omnibus recipienda.” Cone. Rom. § iv. tom. 11. Cone. Hard* 
Col. 939. 

J Some learned men in Germany, and elsewhere, strongly contend 
that these are not genuine. See Binterin’s excellent work on the disci- 
pline of the Church in the early, middle, and late ages. 
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avowed his perfect freedom as to such opinions as were not in 
harmony with Scripture,* and expressly rejected those ascrib- 
ed to him against the validity of such baptism ; u I do not ad- 
mit, I say, the opinion of blessed Cyprian concerning the bap- 
tizing of heretics and schismatics, because the Church does not 
admit it, for which blessed Cyprian shed his blood. ”t As you, 
Right Reverend Sir, desire to proceed on our principles, I beg 
of you to notice, that the general approbation of the works of 
any individual father does not imply a solemn sanction of every 
thing that may be contained in his writings. The Church re- 
gards the Fathers as witnesses of ancient faith and tradition, 
wherever they unanimously declare or vindicate some doctrine; 
but, as the enlightened bishop of Hippo remarked, in re- 
gard to the writings of Cyprian, she does not consider their 
works as canonical and divine.J Though their testimony be 
worthy of credit, and their individual sentiments should be treat- 
ed with respect, on account of their learning, piety, and their 
connexion with the primitive church, yet Catholic principles 
necessarily free us from the yoke of individual authority, and 
subject our intellect to Christ alone, speaking by the tribunals 
which He has established in his Church. 

In the list which you give, as taken from Gibert, and found 
in the canon law, you represent as “ accursed, whoever does 
not embrace the letter of the blessed Leo to Flavian, the 
bishop of Constantinople, even to a tittle.” Instead of the awe- 
inspiring word “ accursed,” I could wish that you had retained 
the simple “ anathema” of the original, and left your readers 
to learn its meaning from some one who might give it the less 
odious, but more correct, interpretation, of 44 separation from the 
Church of Christ.” Baron de Starck, a professed Lutheran min- 
ister, though almost a Catholic in sentiment — perhaps in the end 
entirely Catholic, in his profound essay on the reunion of the 

* S. Aug. 1. II. contra Cresconium, c. 32. 44 Quod autem non con- 
gruit cum pace ejus respuo.” 

t Ibid. 

X S. Aug. 1. II. contra Cresconium, c. 32, also Epist. 111. 
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ON CATHOLIC PRINCIPLES. 


Christian Churches, gives the obnoxious word this milder signifi- 
cation.* For the present, I will state why so great a penalty as 
exclusion from the Church of Christ was decreed against such 
as would not receive unreservedly this Epistle of Pope Leo, 
whilst no such sanction is given to the rest of his admirable 
writings, or to those of the other Fathers whose names are men- 
tioned. That epistle was a solemn exposition of the faith of 
the Church on the adorable mystery of the Incarnation, which 
was then assailed by Eutyches, who denied the distinction of 
the two natures of God and man in our Redeemer Jesus Christ. 
It was read publicly in the great Council of Chalcedon, and 
the assembled prelates of the Catholic world hailed it as the 
voice of Peter speaking by the mouth of Leo. Anathemas re- 
sounded throughout that venerable assembly against all who 
did not hold the faith of the Fathers, so correctly and solemnly 
declared by the successor of Peter. Before quitting this sub- 
ject, it may be well to remind you that this “ anathema” is 
borrowed from St Paul : “ Though we, or an angel from hea- 
ven, preach a gospel beside that which we have preached to 
you, let him be anathema. As I said before, so I say now 
again, If any one preach to you a gospel besides that which 
you have received, let him be anathema.”t 

Besides the works of the Fathers specified in the list which 
you give, you use others, mentioned with commendation by 
St Jerom, to whose discrimination and judgment great defer- 
ence is deservedly manifested, without any prejudice, howev- 
er, to our liberty of respectful dissent, wherever it is not corro- 
borated by the positive sanction of the Church. With regard 
to the works of minor character which you use, such as Pi- 
card, Gibert, Tuberville’s Catechism, Butler’s “Book of the 
Church,” I can have no objection that you should use them 

* u L’anatheme n’emporte point un jugement de damnation.” P. 41 5. 

u Cette sentence ne designe pas une excommunication rlunie aux ma- 
ledictions.” P. 421. Entretiens Philosophiques traduits de l’allemand. 
2d ed. Paris, 1821. 

t Gal. i. 8, 9. 
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for the elucidation of any point in dispute ; although they do 
not possess such weight of authority as could make their testr 
mony conclusive. In an investigation of this kind, the highest 
authorities only should have been selected. 

When noticing the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, I regret 
that you have introduced the “ Apostolic Canons,” and “ the 
Apostolical Constitutions,” for, as all the learned agree that 
these latter collections are not the genuine works of the Apostles, 
reference to them is calculated unnecessarily to incumber and 
embarrass the controversy. Truth, as it was anciently deliv- 
ered and professed, being your object, you should have, at once, 
set aside all documents of a questionable character, and still 
more those which are known to be supposititious. The same 
consideration should have determined you to leave unnoticed all 
such works as, in passing through the ordeal of criticism, have 
not stood the application of • its legitimate tests ; such are 
some works falsely ascribed to the Fathers, and the decretals 
attributed by Isidore to the Popes of the first three centuries. 
This would have preserved you from the temptation of express- 
ing yourself in a manner that might be thought offensive, and, 
consequently, inconsistent as well with the very kind profess- 
ions with which your letters abound, as with the attainment of 
that end you have so much at heart. It would have left the 
sincerity of your search after truth beyond the reach even of 
suspicion ; whilst the introduction of these literary forgeries 
may be thought designed to convey the false impression that 
they were contrived by the advocates of the primacy to supply 
the want of better evidence. This course would have afforded 
the reader greater facility in judging of the real merits of the 
case, by concentrating his attention on documents of unques- 
tionable authenticity, whose weight may now be diminished, 
in his mind, from the connexion with false and forged testimo- 
nies, which you likewise bring forward. For this I cannot give 
you praise. 

Instead of stating our belief on the primacy of the Apostolic 
See in your words, or in those of TuberViile, I beg to submit 

B* 
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the definition of the General Council of Florence : “ We define 
that the holy Apostolic See and Roman Pontiff has the primacy 
throughout the entire world, and that the said Roman Pontiff 
is the successor of blessed Peter, the prince of the apostles, 
and the true Vicar of Christ, and the head of the entire 
Church, and the father and teacher of all Christians ; and that 
to him, in the person of blessed Peter, full power was given 
by our Lord Jesus Christ, to feed, rule and govern the Uni- 
versal Church ; as is even contained in the acts of (Ecumenical 
Councils, and in the Sacred Canons.”* With this strong 
expression of the power and authority of the Apostolic See 
before us, we can easily dispense with the explanations of 
Tuberville’s Catechism, and with the passages which you 
quote as extracts from the Canon law. You seem to have 
borrowed them from Gibert, to whose works you refer ; but 
as these are not now within my reach, I cannot ascertain the 
sources whence he has derived them. I shall observe, how- 
ever, that the pompous phrases in which the Pontifical au- 
thority may be occasionally expressed, are not the fair criterion 
of its character, which must be ascertained by the solemn and 
deliberate definition of the Church, such as that of the Fathers 
of Florence. To adduce one instance, you quote a passage 
which you thus translate : — “ The Roman Pontiff bears the 
authority not of a mere man, but of the true God upon the 
earth.”t Some one might imagine that the Pope was here 
held up as the true God ; whilst the obvious meaning of the 
text is, that he acts as vicegerent not of a mere man, but of 
the true God,— our Lord and Redeemer Jesus Christ. The 
various privileges or rights ascribed to him should not be con- 
founded with the primacy itself, since, as you yourself after- 
wards state, a diversity of opinion exists among Catholics 
themselves as to the extent of his prerogative, though the 

* Cone. Flor. Collat. 22, p. 985. T. ix. Edit. Paris, 1714. Cone. Col. 
Hard. 

t “ Romanus Pontifex non puri hominis ; sed veri Dei vicem gerit 
in terris.” Gibert, tom. 2. p. 9. 
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diYine institution of the primacy is admitted by all. Those 
who seriously desire unity, should carefully distinguish be- 
tween the defined doctrines of faith, in which all harmonize, 
and those opinions which are tolerated by the Church. If we 
could agree on the doctrine, we might, at our leisure, in the 
bosom of the Church herself, consider the weight of authority 
which may sustain each sentiment, and adopt or reject it as 
our enlightened judgment would dictate. I recollect a very 
interesting essay for Catholic communion written by a minister 
of the church of England, in which was stated, with great 
candour and accuracy, what Catholic faith essentially de- 
manded, and how far Anglican divines had advanced on each 
disputed point. The difference between us appeared very 
small, when the concessions made by your divines were placed 
at the side of the Catholic tenet. With a similar view the 
great Bossuet composed his simple but profound exposition of 
the doctrine of the Catholic church on matters of^controversy. 
In the same spirit I beg to state, that it is my design to main- 
tain the doctrine and faith of the Catholic church on the 
primacy, without entering into the vindication of any disputa- 
ble claim : and if the authorities which I shall have occasion to 
bring forward, or the expressions which I may use, should go 
beyond these limits, I shall not be supposed to urge any 
thing questionable, as a condition for Catholic communion. 
The primacy which I mean to defend is the Spiritual Presi- 
dency of the Church of God,* established by Jesus Christ, for 
the maintenance of faith in its integrity, for the good order and 
government of the church in things spiritual, and for all that 
appertains to eternal salvation. Could I indulge the hope of 
inducing you, Right Reverend Sir, to recognise this Catholic 
dogma, as one plainly delivered in the Scriptures, acknowledged 
by all the Fathers of the Church, solemnly admitted and declared 

* I borrow the phrase from St Chrysostom, who says that Christ gave 
to Peter 11 the presidency of the Church in the whole world “ per 
totnm orbem terrarnm ecclesi© prsesidentiam tradidit.” Ad pop. An- 
tioch. hom. 80 de poenit. 
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by the General Councils of the bishops of the Christian world, 
I should undertake my present task with alacrity and joy. 
But deep and strong as is my own conviction and faith on this 
subject, I know, like Augustine, how difficult it is to rid 
oneself of false opinions imbibed in infancy— and which too 
frequently grow with our growth and strengthen with our 
strength.* Still I enter on the work as a duty which I owe to 
truth — to the Apostolic See — to the Church of Jesus Christ. 
May his Spirit guide my pen, and prepare our hearts for the 
influence of his grace. 

* Aug. 1. 2, de civ. Dei. c. 1. Tom. III. 1. 7, p. 31. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

.Your fourth chapter commences the important investigation 
of the claims of the Church of Rome, to what you, somewhat 
ambiguously, call “universal dominion,” but which would 
more correctly be termed, her claim to authority in defining the 
doctrines of faith, and in maintaining religious unity. You 
quote the celebrated passage of St Matthew, in which Catho- 
lics believe Christ promised this authority to Peter, who died 
bishop of Rome. The occasion on which the words were 
spoken must be remembered, in order to perceive their full 
force. Christ had asked the Apostles what opinions were en- 
tertained of him, and had been told by them that some said he 
was John the Baptist, others Elias, some Jeremias, or one of 
the prophets. He then asked, who they themselves believed 
him to be. Peter stood forward and said : “ Thou art Christ, 
the Son of the living God.”* He alone speaks, and to him 
alone the Redeemer addresses his reply. “ Blessed art thou, 
Simon Bar-Iona ; because flesh and blood hath not revealed it 
to thee, but my Father who is in heaven. And I say to thee, 
that thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my Church, 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give 
to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatsoever thou 
shalt bind on earth shalt be bound also in heaven, and whatso- 
ever thou shalt loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.” 
Peter’s confession of faith is declared to be divinely inspired, 
and on account of it he is pronounced blessed. His name is 

* Matt. xvi. 16. 
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changed ; the son of Iona is henceforth to be called Cephas, a 
Syriac word,* which in Greek is rendered Petros, in English, 
a rock.t As Jacob was called Israel, because in the mysteri- 
rious conflict he prevailed over the angel of God as Abram 
was called Abraham, because chosen to be the father of a count- 
less multitude; — so Simon is called Cephas or Peter, because 
made by divine grace a rock of faith. Nor is the firmness of 
his faith a mere personal endowment; he is to become the 
foundation-stone of the Church of Christ. That Church is the 
house the wise man built upon a rock. Christ Jesus is the 
architect : Peter is placed by Him as the foundation : the build- 
ing is to be raised by the power of the divine Founder, and, 
owing to the immovable nature of the foundation, is to be so 
solid, so compact in its parts, that waves and winds may dash 
against it, but cannot overthrow it. Time cannot crumble it 
into dust ; no engine of human power can raze it ; hell itself is 
powerless against it. Peter is to it what a strong foundation is 
to a vast building, — its strength, its necessary and permanent 
support. Take away the foundation, and the building tumbles 
to the ground. He is, then, not merely the first to profess aloud 
the divinity of his master, nor merely the first to preach the 
Gospel to Jews and Gentiles, but he is the rock on which the 
Church rests, and with which it is inseparably united. 

To this striking and expressive figure, Christ adds another, 
still more clearly designating the governing and supreme power 
which he determined to impart to Peter. The keys of the 
palace, or of the gates of the royal city, were the known em- 
blems of power and authority 4 Christ promises to give him 

* Kvpha , the Greeks write 

t In three Arabic versions he is styled the rock : the definite article 
being prefixed : thou art the rock. See Ecchellensis, par. 2. p. 195. 

t Isaiah xxii. 22. “ I will lay the key of the house of David upon his 
shoulder; and he shall open, and none shall shut: and he shall shut, and 
none shall open.” This is said of Eliacim, who was to be substituted to 
Sobna in the high priesthood. Of Christ the same prophet foretells : 
“the government is upon his shoulder,” Is. ix. 6; making an allusion to 
the manner of carrying the keys. 
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the keys of the kingdom of heaven, which, in the New Testa- 
ment, means either the Church of God on earth, or the celes- 
tial kingdom itself. To Peter, then, was promised the govern- 
ing power in the Church, — the power of opening heaven itself 
to man. His relation to the Church is to be oue of power and 
authority. Whatsoever he shall loose upon earth, either by 
unfolding the difficulties of the law, as. that phrase sometimes 
was understood among the Jews, or by remitting the offences 
of the penitent, as the collation of the power of forgiveness ma- 
nifests, shall be also loosed in heaven: whatsoever he shall 
bind on earth, by his authoritative definition and decree, shall 
be also bound in heaven. This surely conveys the idea of the 
highest degree of power which Christ could communicate for 
our instruction, government, and salvation. The promise is 
made to him distinctly, and that on account of his glorious con- 
fession, and the privileges and power which it indicates are con- 
sequently to belong to him. Christ afterwards, indeed, promised 
to all the apostles the power of binding and loosing : still what 
was promised in common to all, must be acknowledged peculiarly 
and pre-eminently to have been promised to Peter, — -else why 
was it that he received in particular what in common with his 
fellow Apostles he would equally have got? Surely it was 
not without the special view of marking his high authority and 
essential relation to the Church, that he alone was declared its 
fundamental rock— its ruler, bearing the keys of this heavenly 
kinguom.* 

I am surprised to find you, Right Reverend Sir, endeavouring 
to weaken what appears to me the obvious meaning of the words 
“ upon tliis rock,” by referring to the different words, almost 
similar in sound and signification, by which Peter and the rock 
are expressed in the Greek text. Still more am I astonished at 

* 11 As to the expression < the keys,’ it may also refer to the power and 
authority for the said work; especially as a key was anciently an usual 
symbol of authority, and presenting with a key was a common form of 
investing with authority, insomuch that it was afterwards worn as u 
badge of office.” Bloomfield, a learned Protestant commentator, on this 
text. 
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your objection to profit by the aid which the language spoken 
by our Lord affords for the elucidation of this passage. Its 
meaning is, indeed, equally clear in the Greek, and in our own 
language ; but as the genius of the Greek induced a slight va- 
riety in the terms, and as the English does not at all present 
the force of the allusion, it is reasonable and necessary to exa- 
mine what were the precise expressions used by our Lord. To 
sustain your objection, you bring forward the authority of the 
Vulgate, which, although we are forbidden to reject, we are 
not prohibited from illustrating, by reference to the original 
text, where it exists, or to the peculiar genius of the original 
languages, to remove any ambiguity or obscurity that may be 
in some term of that version. You ask us, “ do we mean that 
the original Gospel, which is in the Greek, is not our only sure 
authority?” We fully admit the authority of the Greek text; 
but this admission does not in the least degree interfere with 
our right to clear up any difficulty by reference to the language 
in which many believe that Gospel to have been written, or in 
which, at least, our Redeemer spoke. These are not, as you 
suggest, “ imaginary words which our Lord might have used,” 
but they are the words which he really used. One of them is 
known from the Gospel of St John to have been Cephas, and 
the other is ascertained by examining whether there ie~ the va- 
riety of gender and termination in the Syriac term as is found 
in the Greek. The Syriac term admits no such variation. The 
very ancient Syriac version proves the correctness of this re- 
mark, and modern learned Protestants are so far from contest- 
ing it, that, according to the testimony of one of them, almost 
every modern expositor of note has abandoned the distinction 
between Peter and the rock as untenable.* The French trans- 
lation fully exhibits the force of the allusion as it was made by 
our Saviour ; because in French, as in Syriac, the same term 
which signifies a rock, is also an appellative noun. Were we 
to give a strictly literal translation of the sentence into English, 
we would either say, “ thou art a ROCK, and on this ROCK 

* Bloomfield in locum. 
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I will build my Church ;* or, thou art PETER, and upon this 
PETER I will build my Church ; but, then, either the name 
given to Simon is suppressed, or the strength and power which 
it indicates do not appear to be properties of his name as well 
as of his office. The same may be said of the German, whilst 
the Latin, Italian, and Spanish, as you remark, follow the 
Greek, and retain, with the variation of gender, something of 
the original allusion .t I am, then, perfectly unable to conceive 
how you could speak of this reference to the original terms as 
“ the fanciful notion of what our Saviour might have said in 
Hebrew and speak of the Greek “ as the actual record of 
what he did say especially as afterwards, in your remarks on 
a text of St John, you adopt the principle which in this instance 
you reject. fJhrist certainly spoke not in Greek, but in the 
language then generally spoken in Judea, whether you please 
to designate it Hebrew, Syriac, or, more correctly, Syro-Chal- 

* The Syriac version of the New Testament is deservedly of high re- 
pute, on account of its early date, and of the near affinity between the 
Syriac language and the Syro-Chaldaic, which our Lord used, and in 
which, according to the most probable opinion, St. Matthew wrote his 
Gospel. In this version, the words 11 Peter” and “ Rock” are expressed 
by the same characters : 

Anath chipha, vehall hada chipha. 

In the Arabian version, which, from its connexion with the language 
in which Christ spoke, is well calculated to elucidate the present sub- 
ject, we read 

Anath alsachra, wahal hada alsachra. 

Another Arabic version translates Peter and rock by a different word 
from that used in the above quotation, but in both instances the same 
word alsapha, is put for Peter and the rock. 

A most ancient Chaldee manuscript of St Matthew’s gospel, in the 
collection formerly belonging to Cardinal Barberini, written in charac- 
ters long obsolete, and professing to have been made in Mesopotamia 
in the year 330, uses but one word to express Peter and the Rock f sciuha. 
See the learned treatise of Ecchelensis, a Maronite de origine nominis 
Papa,&c. Roma, MDCLX. 

t Latin. Tu es Petrus et super hanc petram t &c. 

Italian . Tu sei Pietro, e sopra questa pietra, &c. 

Spanish. Tu eres Pedro, y sobre esta piedra, &c. 

German. Du bist Petrus und auf diesen Felsen. 

c 
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daic. He certainly called Simon, Cephas, for we are assured 
of it by St John,* * * § and he manifestly referred to him when he 
said : “ thou art Cephas (a rock), and on this Cephas (rock) I 
will build my Church.” 

The reason why the Greek interpreter of St Matthew used two 
distinct terms, was, because although the feminine noun properly 
expressed the force of the original term, yet the Greeks never 
applied a feminine noun to a man except in derision.t He chose, 
then, a masculine noun, less expressive, but more appropriate. 
No ambiguity could have arisen from this circumstance, had 
not the ingenuity of controversial writers sought to wrest from 
us this splendid proof of the prerogatives of Peter. Every rule 
of correct interpretation has been recklessly trampled under foot 
in the attempt ; and although the preceding words were mani- 
festly directed to Peter, and those which followed were also 
acknowledged to regard him, still he was denied to be the rock 
on which the Church was built, as declared in the intervening 
words which were necessarily applied to him. Happily for the 
cause of truth, Cameron,! Bishop Marsh, and many respectable 
modern interpreters, have rejected this subterfuge, so unworthy 
of literary men, and better calculated to show the weakness of 
those who recur to it, than to invalidate or obscure the strong 
argument supplied us by the text, in the only interpretation it 
can consistently have. The most recent editor of the Greek 
text in England, acknowledges that “ almost every modern ex- 
positor of note refers it to Peter himself;” “ and with reason ; 
for certainly,” as is observed by Bishop Marsh, § “ it would be 
a desperate undertaking to prove that Christ meant any other 
person than Peter. In fact, they can indicate no other, con- 
sistently with the rules of correct exegesis. Moreover, the 
words following **i <roi imply that there had been some 
previous gift or distinction. In short, the sense is : Thou art 
by name Rock ; (i. e. thy name means Rock,) and suitably 
to that will be thy work and office; for upon thee (i. e. upon 

* John i. 42. 

t Synopsis Crit. in locum. 

t See Synopsis Crit. in hunc locum. 

§ Comparative View. App. p. 27. 
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thy preaching, as upon a rock) shall the foundation of the 
church be laid.” It may, indeed, seem strange, that so natu- 
ral and well founded an interpretation should have been passed 
over by any. — But that may be attributed partly to the cause- 
less fears into which Protestants have been betrayed ; lest, by 
admitting it, they should give a countenance to the Papal claim 
of supremacy ; and partly to an idea that such a sense would 
be contrary to what is elsewhere said in Scripture, namely, that 
Christ is the only foundation . See 1 Cor. iii. 11. But as to 
the first, the fear is groundless : it being (as Bishop Middleton 
observes) difficult to see what advantage could be gained ; un- 
less we could evade the meaning of ^»<roiTa<r which 
follows. “And as to the latter fear, it is equally without founda- 
tion ; since the two expressions are employed in two very 
different senses.”* You will pardon, Right Reverend Sir, this 
long extract from a Protestant commentator of deservedly high 
repute, who, whilst he asserts that the fears of Protestants were 
groundless, and endeavours to explain away the force of the 
text by referring it to a certain precedency of Peter in preaching 
the Gospel, betrays the weakness of Protestantism, and shows 
how the obvious meaning of Scripture has been obscured in 
order to avoid the admission of an authority it so clearly indi- 
cates. With regard to the interpretation of the entire passage, 
given by those who acknowledge the keys to be the emblem of 
power and authority, it is rather a bold stretch of ingenuity to 
understand this, as well as the other no less strong metaphor 
which precedes, of mere priority in announcing the Gospel to 
Jews and Gentiles. The same may be observed of the interpreta- 
tion of Rosenmiiller, who, however, renders a splendid tribute to 
the Catholic explanation, and completely explodes your distinct- 
ion between Petros and Petra , and all the various modes 
whereby the manifest reference to Peter is sought to be evaded. 

“ The rock,” says he, “ is neither the confession of Peter 
nor Christ, pointing out himself by his finger, or by a shake 
of the head (which interpretations the context does not admit), 

• Bloomfield. Com. Mat. xvi. 18, 19, p. 79. Edit. Boston, 1837. 
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but Peter himself. The Lord, speaking in Syriac, used no 
diversity of name, but in both places said Cephas, as the 
French word pierre is said both of a proper and appellative 
noun. He pointed out Peter therefore either by his finger, or 
nod ; for that gesture suited his purpose to explain the reason 
of giving him this name. So it was said of Abraham : Thy 
name shall be Abraham, because I have made thee father of 
many nations. Of Jacob : Israel shall be thy name, for thou 
actest as a prince with angels and men. So Christ says : 
Thou art called by me Peter, because thou wilt be as a rock. 
And he promises that he will build his Church on Peter. 
Allusion is made to the custom prevailing in Palestine of build- 
ing houses that are exposed to floods and whirlwinds, on a 
rocky soil, that they may be able to resist the violence of 
waters and winds. Mat. vii. 24, 25. Therefore whosoever 
thinks of building a durable house, should, above all look 
around for a rock, or firm ground : the rock is the first thing 
whence the work is to be begun.”* 

Although these observations, emanating as they do from men 
adverse to the Catholic church, are sufficient for my purpose, 
the two following extracts need no apology’: 

In “ Gerard’s Institutes of Biblical Criticism” is contained 
the folio wing just observation — Canon 511: “ The most obvious 
and natural sense is to be set aside only when it is absolutely 
contradictory to something plainly taught in Scripture.” He 
then remarks that “ the opposite way has been taken by all 
sects ;” and quotes the 18th verse of the 16th chapter of St 
Matthew. “ Thou, Sic., building on Peter, is explained by 
some, as contrary to the faith that Christ is the only founda- 
tion (1 Cor. iii. 2.), and as favouring the succession of Peter 
and his successors ; but the connexion shows that PETER IS 
HERE PLAINLY MEANT.” Edition of Boston, 1828. 
Such is the language of this text-book of many Protestant Col- 
leges and Theological Institutions, both in this country and in 
England. 

* Scholia in Novum Test., Tom. I, p. 336. Norumb. an. 1815. 
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The Reverend Mr Thompson of Glasgow, in his Monates- 
saron , reprinted at Baltimore, 1829, p. 194, on this text, gives 
three interpretations. He thinks the two first unfounded, and 
thus quotes the third : 

“ The third opinion is, that both the words petros and petra 
are here used as appellations of the Apostle ; and, consequently, 
Peter was the rock on which Christ said liis Church should be 
built. To this the connexion and scope of the passage agree. 
There seems to be something forced in every oilier construc- 
tion, and an inaptitude in the language and figure of the text in 
every attempt to construct the words otherwise. Protestants 
have betrayed unnecessary fears, and have, therefore, used all 
the HARDIHOOD of LAWLESS CRITICISM in their at- 
tempts to reason away the Catholic interpretation.” 

Although not immediately connected with my present sub- 
ject, I must notice what you call “ a strange error based upon 
a text in the Gospel of St John, which several of the popes of 
Rome have advanced in their solicitude to find authority for 
their favourite doctrine.” It is thus stated by Vigilius in a 
letter to Eleutherius : “ Although the election, of all the Apos- 
tles was the same, yet it was granted to blessed Peter that he 
should be raised above the rest; whence he was called Cephas, 
because he was the head and the first of all the Apostles, and 
what precedes in the head, must necessarily be followed in the 
members.”* You smile at this supposed literary blunder, be- 
cause you imagine that Vigilius confounded Cephas, a Syriac 
term, with the Greek word, of somewhat similar sound, 
signifying the head , and that he thence inferred that Peter was 
the head of the Apostles. The text which you bring forward 
does not, however, prove this mistake, for though the writer 
argues from Peter’s name that he was head and first of all the 
Apostles, he does not say that the name signified “ a head.” 
We make a like inference from the same appellation; yet we 
know the meaning of the term Cephas to be not “ a head” but 

* Mansi, Tom. 1, p. 77. Col. Cone. “ Unde et Cephas vocatur, quia 
caput et primus est omnium apostolorum.” 
c* 
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“ a rock” The relation of a foundation to a building may be 
compared to the relation of the head to the body, and conse- 
quently of a ruler to the spiritual kingdom of Christ. 

The letter in question, as well as the other passage quoted 
by you, is, at best, of doubtful authenticity. The publisher 
of the collection of the Councils gives it as a part of some 
tract on the primacy, which came to light in the early part 
of the sixteenth century ; and he avows that his object is to 
preserve the various writings on that subject, whatever be 
their character. It has no place among the writings of Vigilius, 
given in their regular order, but is placed in the first volume 
with other documents confessedly spurious. In the genuine 
writings of that pontiff we find that he assumes higher ground 
than a mere verbal allusion. In his letter to the whole Catholic 
Church, speaking of the part which his predecessors Celestine 
and Leo took in the condemnation of heresy, he observes : “ Our 
God from heaven armed the pastoral office against these fierce 
errors : recommending which office to blessed Peter, with thrice 
repeated injunctions, he says, Feed my sheep : and justly was 
the charge of feeding them committed to him, whose glorious 
confession of faith was praised by the mouth of God. For 
when he confessed in a saving manner, and said : Thou art 
Christ, the Son of the living God, perpetual blessedness is 
given him in return, and he is called the son of the dove, and 
receives the keys of the heavenly kingdom.* You perceive, 
that Vigilius, addressing “ the whole Catholic Church,” does 
not rest his authority on a " literary blunder,” but on the pro- 
mises of our God and Saviour. To account for the supposed 
blunder, you observe that the name of this apostle “ appears to 
us in two shapes, indeed, because the Saviour spoke in He- 
brew, and St John wrote in Greek, but they have the same 
signification.” What, Sir, refer to the language used by our 
Lord, after having, a few pages before, condemned such a 
reference as no better than “ a fanciful imagination calculated 
to prostrate the authority of the whole word of God ?” 

* Vigilii, p. ep. ad univ. Eccl. Tom. III. Cone. Hard. Col. 5. 
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The promise made by Jesus Christ to Peter was to be ful- 
filled after his resurrection. At the last supper, a contention 
having arisen among the Apostles which should be the greater, 
Christ took occasion to inculcate to all the necessity of humility 
and mutual condescension. Addressing Peter in a special man- 
ner, he apprised him of the violent efforts of Satan against them 
all, but gave him the consoling assurance that he had prayed 
for him in particular,* that his faith might not fail. He re- 
minded him of the obligation which his office would impose of 
confirming his brethren in the faith, and urged him to its per- 
formance : “ Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath desired to have 
you that he may sift you as wheat. But 1 have prayed for 
thee that thy faith fail not: and thou being once converted, 
confirm thy brethren. t An address of this kind on such 
an occasion shows that Peter was to be the superior of the 
rest, and on that account was the special object of the prayer of 
his divine Master^-that being himself strong in faith, he might 
be able to confirm his brethren. That prayer did not prevent 
his grievous fall on that very night, although Christ be “ al- 
ways heard for his reverence but it was directed to a sub- 
limer object than the personal perseverance of Peter : it regarded 
the office which he was to exercise towards others, and the 
performance of which was so earnestly enjoined. When ele- 
vated to the pastoral dignity, he was to look around, from time 
to time,} to the various portions of his great charge, and 


* vfA&e — o-# . The change of number, more apparent in the Greek text 
than in the English translation, shows that while Satan directed his 
efforts against all the Apostles, Christ prayed especially for one — Peter. 
t Luke xxiL 32. 

% 0 -v non «r/r$«+atc. The learned Grotius discovers in this express- 
ion a Hebraism, denoting the repetition of an act : “ tu quoque olim 
vicissim fxatres confirma:” “ do thou also, on thy part, from time to 
time confirm thy brethren.” The Septuagint use this Greek verb for 
the Hebrew DllPD, which, when united with another verb, may be ren- 
dered by the adverb, again . Thus : «5r/r$«4<tc eamrrue i/utac, u Thou wilt 
again save us.” Ps. lxxxv. 6. See Synopsis Sac. Crit. in hunc locum. 
Also, John xxi. 20, means turning towards . Many eminent 
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strengthen, by his teaching and authority, those who might be 
weak in faith. 

It is worthy of observation, that our Lord prepared the Apos- 
tles for his most important institutions by a promise made long 
before their actual establishment. Thus, in the course of his 
life, he promised to them all the power of binding and loosing ; 
and, after his resurrection, he gave them the power of forgiving 
and retaining sins, which he had previously and principally de- 
signated by that of loosing and binding. He had made a spe- 
cial promise to Peter that he would give him the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven ; and he accordingly gave to him, in an 
especial manner, the charge of feeding his lambs and sheep, 
thereby constituting him shepherd of the entire flock. The 
fact is thus related by the Evangelist St John : “ Jesus saith 
to Simon Peter : Simon, son of John, lovest thou me more 
than these ? He saith to him : Yea, Lord, thou knowest that 
Ilove thee. He saith to him: Feed my lambs. He saith to 
him again: Simon, son of John, lovest thou me? He saith to 
him : Yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love thee. He saith to 
him : Feed my lambs. He saith to him the third time : Simon, 
son of John, lovest thou me ? Peter was grieved, because he 
said to him the third time, Lovest thou me ? And he said to 
him : Lord, thou knowest all things : thou knowest that I love 
thee. He said to him : Feed my sheep.”* 

There were present on this occasion, at least, Thomas the 
Apostle, and John and James, the sons of Zebedee, and two 
other of his disciples, besides Nathaniel, of Cana in Galilee.t 
Christ addresses Peter alone, questions him as to his love, but 
is not satisfied with a declaration of ordinary love. He asks 
whether he has a special love for Him, greater than that which 
the others cherish ; “ Simon, son of John, lovest thou me more 
than these ?” He must then mean to confer a special preroga- 
tive, — to constitute him Pastor in a sense more sublime than 

writers, however, explain it of the duty to be performed after his con- 
version, when he was to be constituted Pastor of the fold, and to receive 
the grace necessary to discharge faithfully his office. 

* John xxi. 15. t John xxi. 2. 
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that in which Thomas, or John, or James, were Pastors. Peter 
having declared his greater love, and having appealed to the 
Saviour himself, as knowing his affection, receives the charge 
to feed the tender lambs of Christ : “ Feed my lambs.”* The 
question is again and a third time repeated, not to ascertain what 
Christ so well knew, — not merely to require the three protesta- 
tions of love as an atonement for the three denials, and a condi- 
tion for elevating him to the pastoral office, since he receives the 
authority and commission on his first declaration of love, — but 
to point out in a strong manner the peculiar and sublime chap 
racter of his pastoral authority. He is first commanded to feed 
the lambs of Christ, and the term used denotes strictly the act 
of giving them food or pasture, that he may understand that his 
duty is to give the pastures of eternal life — the divine doctrines 
of faith — to the weakest, lowliest of the faithful, that their souls 
may be therewith nourished. On his second protestation of love, 
the nature of his office is more fully developed. He is told to do 
all the duties of a shepherd ;t not only to give them salutary pas- 
tures, and lead them to the refreshing streams, but to tend, to 
watch over, to restrain, to bring back the stray sheep to the 
fold, to cast away the contagious, and in all things to imitate 
Him whose place he holds, whose sheep he tends, whose name 
he bears — the one Shepherd of the one fold. Again, the Sa- 
viour demands the declaration of his love, and the afflicted 
Apostle appeals to Him, as the searcher of hearts, to whom all 
things lie open, and who consequently knows the sincerity of 
his love : “ Lord, thou knowest all things : thou knowest that 
I love thee.” The pastoral charge is then extended to the 
sheep of Christ — to those who are as the parents of the tender 
lambs — those who bring them forth in Christ: “Feed my 
sheep.”J The term by which this exercise of pastoral care is 


* rtt dpi*, fxn. 

t irolfxc ttu rtt rr£o@&'rm /uo The Vulgate read agr/ci. The Greek 
term it taken for governing, as kings were called shepherds of the peo- 
ple : iroifjttfK a S ee Homer, passim. 

% f&OCKi Tfit Tpofictr* fJLOU. 
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expressed, signifies to give food , because it is the chief duty of 
the great Shepherd to place in salutary pastures the sheep, that 
they and their tender offspring may be nourished. Dropping 
the metaphor, he must communicate to them, in its integrity, 
the divine doctrine, such as he received it from Christ, that they 
may be fit to teach others. His duty towards them is chiefly to 
instruct them, though, as shepherd of the entire flock, he can 
wield, even in their regard, the staff of pastoral correction. 
Hence it is manifest that blessed Peter, and in him his success- 
ors, received from Christ full power to feed, to rule, and go- 
vern the Church of God; that is, the entire flock of Christ, as 
the Council of Florence defined. 

The character of this authority is beautifully represented by 
the image of a Shepherd, which is presented in so tender a man- 
ner in the Old as well as the New Testament; and the accom- 
plishment of the divine design is indicated of uniting Jews and 
Gentiles in one fold under one Shepherd. Arnobius, a French 
writer of the fifth century, thus expatiates on the appointment 
of Peter to the office of Pastor: “ Behold the penitent Apostle, 
who is the bishop of bishops, is relieved, and a higher dignity 
is given to him after his tears, than was taken away from him at 
his fall. This I prove from the fact that none of the Apostles 
was styled Shepherd : for the Lord Jesus Christ alone said : I 
am the good. Shepherd, and again my sheep follow me. He 
granted, then, after his resurrection, this holy name to penitent 
Peter; and he who was denied, gave to him who had denied 
him, the power which he alone had.”* 

The justness of our interpretation is fully sustained by some 
eminent Protestant annotators on this place. “ The true inter- 
pretation,” says Bloomfield, in reference to the comparison made 
in the first interrogation, “ seems to be that of the ancient, and 
many of the most eminent modern commentators, as Lampe, 
Campbell, Kuinoel, and Tittman, who assign the following 
sense : Dost thou love me more than those do? It is proper to 
observe, that though our Lord asks the question thrice, yet the 

* Arnobius in finem, Ps. cxxxviii. 
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admonition, which each time follows it up, is not quite the 
same ; for signifies simply to feed, provide with pasture ; 

vrotfji&inn both to feed and to tend ; the former being especially 
applicable to (meaning young, raw professors), and the lat- 
ter to irpofleL'r*.) or the more advanced and ^nature professors. 
And the notion of tending necessarily carries with it that of 
guiding and governing.”* 

I submit these critical remarks of the learned vicar of Bis- 
brooke, to show that, although many Protestants, from a dread 
of finding the privileges of Peter in these words of Christ, have 
given to them a forced, inane, and even ridiculous interpretation ; 
yet that others, who have a character for learning and impar- 
tiality, admit the substantial correctness of our interpretation, 
whilst they deny the necessary consequence of their own ad- 
missions, and, to use the words of St Hilary, offer violence to 
the glorious words of our Redeemer. 

I know not in what more solemn manner Christ could have 
manifested his will that Peter should govern the Church by his 
authority. He declared him the rock on which it was built- — 
lie gave him the keys, the emblem of power and authority, 
thereby clearly appointing him the ruler of his spiritual king- 
dom. Of him, especially, he declared, that what he should bind 
on earth would be bound in heaven ; what he should loose on 
earth would be loosed in heaven. For him, especially, he 
prayed that his faith might not fail — and to him alone he gave 
the charge to confirm his brethren. In fine, after exacting from 
him a protestation of special love, he commissioned him to feed 
his lambs and sheep ; to perform towards both all the duties of 
a Shepherd. 

The actual exercise of the pastoral and governing authority 
of Peter is clearly marked in the divine Scriptures. One of the 
most solemn acts of authority is to create subordinate pastors, 
and especially to communicate the Apostolic power and cha- 
racter. Judas had left his place vacant in the Apostolic col- 
lege, and Peter took the earliest opportunity to fill the vacancy. 

* Notes on Greek text of John xxi. 15. 
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Whilst the Apostles and other disciples of the Lord, to the 
number of about one hundred and twenty, were persevering 
with one mind in prayer, awaiting the Holy Spirit, who was 
promised them, “ Peter, rising up in the midst of the brethren,”* 
urged the necessity of choosing one “ to take the place of this 
ministry and Apostleship.” Though he did not act at once and 
of himself, but sought the advice and concurrence of the bre- 
thren, yet, by originating the measure, he showed that his office 
imposed on him the duty of seeing that the vacancy was filled, 
whilst he manifested condescension and regard for the sugges- 
tions and wishes of his inferiors in authority. He could, doubt- 
less, as St Chrysostom observes, have acted with entire inde- 
pendence, but he had been educated in the school of humility, 
and learned to imitate Him whose power he was commissioned 
to exercise: “How fervent he is,” exclaims Chrysostom, 
“ how he manifests that the flock was committed by Christ to 
his charge, — see how he is the prince of this band, and every 
where is the first to speak. — Why did he not alone ask of 
Christ to give him some one to be substituted in the place of 
Judas ? Why do they not rather of themselves make the choice ? 
Peter had already become better than he was.— Consider 
how Peter does all according to the common wish of the 
disciples — nothing by his own authority, nothing in an im- 
perious manner. — Men, brethren, he says : since the Lord 
called his disciples brethren, it is still more becoming that 
Peter should thus address his fellow disciples, wherefore he 
spoke to all present ; Behold the dignity of the Church : be- 
hold the angelic state of harmony and love *— Why does he 
consult them on this matter ? Lest it should become an occa- 
sion of dissention and dispute.— But he himself points out those 
from whom the choice should be made : ‘ of these men who have 
been with us all the time.’ Was it not lawful for himself to 
make the choice ? It was, and, indeed, pre-eminently lawful :% 


* Acts i. 15. 

t Quid ? an non licebat ipsi eligere ? licebat, et quidem maxime. — 
P. 182, Vol. III. St Chrys. edit. Par. 1687. 
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but he abstains from it, lest he should appear to favour any 
one. Justly he first of all takes to himself authority in this 
matter, as having them all under his control ; for to him Christ 
said : “ thou being once converted, confirm thy brethren.”* It 
is pleasing to be able to show in what light this act was viewed 
by so bright an ornament of the Greek Church in the fourth 
century. It is not, then, as you assert, we who strive to find 
Scriptural authority for the Primacy, but one of the most il- 
lustrious men of antiquity,— one occupying the chair of the 
rival city, the new Rome, who recognises a splendid instance of 
the moderate use of supreme power in the conduct of Peter on 
this occasion. 

A still more illustrious exercise of his high office, as “ guar- 
dian of the faith, ”t occurs in the history of the first Council 
of Jerusalem. Great excitement was caused at Antioch by cer- 
tain Judaizing Christians, who insisted that the converts from 
the Gentiles should be subjected to cirgrf&cipon and the legal 
observances. “ Paul and Barnabas had no small contest with 
them,”]; but were unable to induce all to acquiesce in their judg- 
ment; wherefore it was determined that they “and certain 
others of the other side, should go up to the Apostles and 
priests to Jerusalem about this question.” “ The Apostles and 
ancients came together to consider of this matter, and when 
there was much disputing, Peter, rising up, said to them: 
Men, brethren, you know that in former days God made 
choice among us, that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear 
the word of the Gospel, and believe. And God, who knoweth 
the hearts, gave them testimony, giving to them the Holy 
Ghost as well as to us : and made no difference between us and 
them, purifying their hearts by faith. Now, therefore, why 

* St Chrys. hom. III. in 1 cap. Act. pp. 181, 182. 

t The appellation given to Celestine, as successor of Peter, in the 
General Council of Ephesus, an. 431 : Kixcrfra pt/xoxj rife ?r/r*» c, 
one of the acclamations after the public reading of his doctrinal exposi- 
tion of the faith against the heresy of Eutyches. Cone. Eph. Act. II. 
T. I. Cone. Hard. Col. 1472. 

t Acts xv. 2. 
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tempt you God to put a yoke upon the necks of the disciples, 
which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear ? But by 
the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ we believe to be saved even 
as they.” I pray you to observe the result of this discourse : 
“ All the multitude held their peace.”* Previously there had 
been at Antioch great opposition and contest, notwithstanding 
the reverence due to the Apostolic character in Paul and Bar- 
nabas : the collision of sentiment had been renewed in the Coun- 
cil with considerable feeling. Peter authoritatively speaks, re- 
minds them that he had been chosen to announce the Gospel to 
the Gentiles, that God had given evidences of his favour 
towards them, reproaches his brethren with seeking unne- 
cessarily to burden them with the multifarious observances of 
the ceremonial law : and declares the great principle of faith in 
Jesus Christ as the only foundation of hope for Jew or Gen- 
tile. No sooner has he spoken than all acquiesce : no dissent- 
ing voice is heard, no murmur : all opposition ceases ; and who- 
ever rises to speak only confirms, like Paul and Barnabas, by 
the narrative of miraculous facts, what Peter had declared of 
the favour shown by God to the Gentiles ; or, like James, 
refers to the prophecies, adding the suggestiont of the mea- 
sures to be decreed, that the principle might be carried into suc- 
cessful execution. I do not see how any man can read the sim- 
ple history of this controversy, by the inspired writer, and not 
perceive the great weight of Peter’s authority in its termination. 
The letter of the Council, drawn up in the name of the Apos- 
tles and ancients, expressiye of the principle laid down by Pe- 
ter, and of the practical measure suggested by James, is declared 
to emanate from the Holy Ghost : “ it hath seemed good to the 
Holy Ghost, and to us.”f The writers of antiquity speak of 
it as the sentence or decree of Peter. In the third century. 


* Acts xv. 12. 

t xg/vot “ I judge/’ is the simple expression of sentiment, whether 
authoritative, or void of authority. See Thucydid. iv. 60. It corresponds 
to the Latin censeo. 
t lb. v. 28. 
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Tertullian describes it as the exercise of his power of binding 
and loosing : “ the decree of Peter loosed such things of the law 
as were set aside, and bound fast such as were retained.”* * * § In 
the fourth, St Jerom says that Peter was the author of this de- 
cree,t and the celebrated Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus, speaks 
of the controversy, as a matter referred by Paul to Peter, that 
by his supreme authority it might be definitively settled. “ If 
Paul,” says he in his letter to Pope Leo, “ who was the herald 
of truth, the organ of the Holy Spirit, had recourse to the great 
Peter, in order to obtain a solution from him concerning the 
observances of the law for those who disputed at Antioch on 
this subject, with much greater reason we, who are abject and 
weak, have recourse to your Apostolic See, that we may receive 
from you remedies for the wounds of the churches. For it is 
fit that you in all things should be first. Cave explains the 
words of Paul, that “ he went to Jerusalem to see Peter,” of 
his going up on this occasion.^ 

Your assertions that this Council was not called by Peter, 
that Peter did not preside in it, and that its decrees were not 
confirmed by him, are, to say the least, perfectly gratuitous. He 
was evidently the leading character in the Council, as Cave ad- 
mits. Chrysostom calls our attention to the wisdom with which 
he permitted the discussion, and then authoritatively interposed : 
“ See,” says he, “ he permits the inquiry and dispute to go on, 
and then he himself speaks :”|| and he observes it as an evidence 
of the harmony and condescension which prevailed, that Pa ul 
was allowed to speak after Peter had pronounced judgment : 
“ See, Paul speaks after Peter, and no one closes his mouth.”f 

* Tertullian, 1. de pudicitia. 

t “ Principem hujus foisae decreti.” 8. Hieron. Aug. Ep. 75, alias 
xi., inter August. S. 8, col. 172. Tom. II. 

t Theodoret. ad Leonem. 

§ Petrum ibi convenit occasione, ut videtur, Concilii Apostolici — cu- 
jus Petrus pars magna fait." Saec. Ap. p. 6. 

|| 8. Chrys. hom. xxxii. in c. xv. Act. Ap. p. 259. Tom. III. Edit. 
Paris, 1687. 

IF Hom. xxxiii. p. 260. 
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To establish the primacy of Peter, it is not necessary to prove 
that he exercised, at all times, and in every circumstance, his 
prerogative to its utmost extent : since moderation, condescen- 
sion and humility, had been prescribed to him by his divine 
master; and Chrysostom testifies, that in this spirit he abstain- 
ed from appointing the Apostle to fill the place of Judas, which, 
nevertheless, he was fully authorized to do. The performance, 
however, of any act which supposes superior power, is a proof 
that he possessed it; because an Apostle of Christ was not likely 
to usurp a power not communicated by the Redeemer. When*, 
therefore, we see him stand forward, and silence the disputants 
by his meek rebuke, we cannot fail to recognise him as the high 
judge of religious controversy. 

' It has pleased the Holy Spirit to leave on record but a few 
of the circumstances connected with this model of councils : 
but these few sufficiently show that Peter was there, that he 
either called the council, or assented to its convocation, that 
he spoke with authority and effect, silencing all disputation by 
his discourse, and that the decree was in strict conformity with 
his judgment. The forms are of little importance where the au- 
thority is fully respected and admitted. To be Prince and Primate 
in the Church of God, it was not necessary that he should stand 
alone, separated from his colleagues in the apostolate and episco- 
pacy, and resting solely on the prerogative of his station. It is 
delightful to see him in the council of his brethren, causing 
the ardour of disputation to subside by authoritative instruction, 
and enlightening the minds of his colleagues, and of the faithful, 
by unfolding to them the oracles of God. The decree which ex- 
presses his judgment, and that of his colleagues, and the faith of 
the whole Church, is no way derogatory to his high prerogative. 

The perpetuity of the privileges of the Prince of the 
Apostles in the Church is a necessary consequence of the 
divine institution of the Primacy. It is the foundation 
which must remain as long as the edifice which it supports 
subsists — it is the governing power, without which the king- 
dom of Christ would be divided and brought to desolation 
—it is the pastoral offiee, by which the sheep of Christ are 
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to be for ever preserved in unity, and to be one fold under one 
Shepherd. As 4he perpetuity of the Apostolic commission 
to teach, baptize, and perform the other functions of the sacred 
ministry is admitted, though the words were addressed to the 
Apostles only, with the assurance, however, that Christ would 
be with them till the consummation of ages ; so must the per- 
petuity of the governing power and pastoral office, originally 
conferred on Peter, be acknowledged, especially since, in im- 
mediate connexion with it, the assurance was given that the 
gates of hell should not prevail,-— a promise which at least in- 
directly regards the rock on which the Church is built. 
“ Neither against the rock on which the Church is built, nor 
against the Church shall the gates of hell prevail.”* 

That Peter founded the Church of Rome, and in conjunction 
with Paul exercised there his Apostolic ministry, and that both 
Apostles died martyrs for the faith in that city, are facts at- 
tested by all antiquity, and freely admitted by the most respect- 
able Protestant writers. “ We intrepidly affirm,” says Cave, 
“ with all antiquity, that Peter was at Rome, and for some 
time resided there. ”t You deny that he was Bishop of Rome, 
because the Apostolic commission was general “ to the whole 
world :” but the government of that particular Church did not 
prevent his discharge of all the duties of the Apostleship.J 
The early writers, as Irenaeus, speak conjointly of Peter and 
Paul, as founding the Church of Rome, because of their joint 
labours, and their martyrdom in that city at the close of their 
apostolic ministry: some, as Epiphanius, designate them both 
its bishops, as Cave remarks ; but whenever the Roman See is 
spoken of in reference to one Apostle as its first bishop, that 
Apostle is uniformly Peter, and not Paul. Hence, it is called 

* Origen, in C. zvi. Mat. Tom. XII., p. 520. 

t Cave Scec. Apost. S. Petrus, p. 5, col. 1. Edit. Genevoe, an. 1705. 

X “ All, both ancient and modern, will, I think, agree with me that 
Peter may be called'Bishop of Rome in a less strict sense, inasmuch as 
he laid the foundations of this Church, and rendered it illustrious by his 
martyrdom.” This admission is made by Cave, though he questions 
whether Peter should be styled Bishop of Rome in a strict sense. P. 8 
D* 
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by St Cyprian, 44 the place of Peter,”* by St Jerom, 44 the ehair 
of Peter, ”t and the succession from Peter in that See is avow- 
ed, by St Augustin, to be one of the great evidences of truth 
which retained him in the Catholic communion. 44 1 am kept,” 
says he, 44 by the succession of bishops from the very See of the 
Apostle Peter, to whom our Lord, after his resurrection, in- 
trusted the feeding of his sheep, down to the present bishop. 
Ambrose, the master of Augustin, styles Peter 44 Bishop of the 
Roman Church. ”§ Whatever share the Apostle Paul may 
have had in the government of that Church, it must have ne- 
cessarily had one bishop, since the general practice of antiquity, 
and the positive testimonies of the ancients, unanimously teach 
that there can be but one bishop of one Church. To suppose 
that neither Apostle governed it as bishop, is to create an 
anomaly in the organization of the churches, by leaving one 
without a special ruler. In whatever way we view the matter, 
and whatever share in the administration we may ascribe to St 
Paul, the Church of Rome is the heiress of both apostles, sanc- 
tified by their labours, and enriched by their doctrine and their 
blood. She claims all the privileges and powers which either 
enjoyed or exercised ; and if she rests with peculiar emphasis 
on those of Peter, it is because his privileges were more sub- 
lime, and of a more enduring character, than those of the 
Apostle of the Gentiles. I care not then to insist on the ap- 
plication of the term 44 bishop,” to Peter as governor of the 
Roman Church, although it is perfectly applicable : it is un- 
questionable that he governed it, at least in his apostolic cha- 
racter, and died whilst so governing it* The authority with 
which he was invested was a fundamental principle of Church 
organization, which could not cease without the destruction of 
the Church itself. It must then continue, in the bishops who 
succeed him in the government of that Church, over which 
he presided up to the time of his martyrdom. 

* 8. Cyprian, Ep. ad Antonian. t Jerom. ep. ad Damas. 

t Aug. 1. adv. ep. Man. fundam. C. IV. Tom. VIll.,p 163. 

§ S. Ambros. 1. 3 de Sac. c. 1, §. 6. Tom. II. 
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OBJECTIONS FROM SCRIPTURE AGAINST THE 
PRIMACY. 


Right Reverend Sir : 

Having reviewed the Scriptural evidence of the Primacy, 
which you pass over rather slightly, it is but just to meet the ob- 
jections which you derive from some passages of Scripture. You 
say that the rock was the Redeemer; for “ no one can lay ano- 
ther foundation, but that which is laid, which is Christ Jesus.”* 
To have the true meaning of this passage, and to perceive the 
weakness of the objection grounded on it, the context must be 
attended to, from which it will at once appear, that the founda- 
tion of which St Paul speaks is different from that mentioned 
by Christ. The Apostle addressing the Corinthians, whom he 
had brought to the knowledge of Christian faith, says : “You 
are God’s building. According to the grace of God that is given 
me, as a wise architect, I have laid the foundation, and another 
buildeth thereon. But let every man take heed how he build- 
eth thereupon. For no man can lay another foundation, but 
that which is laid — which is Christ Jesus.” The Apostle, 
anxious to maintain his spiritual children in the integrity of 
faith, compares them to a building erected, by his own hands, 
on faith in our divine Redeemer ; and he declares that no other 
foundation can be laid. In Him we must believe ; in Him we 
must hope ; Him in all things we must obey ; for, as St Peter 
expresses the same idea in clearer terms, “ there is not salvation 
in any other ; for there is no other name under heaven given to 

* 1 Cor. ii. 11. 
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men, whereby we must be saved.”* This is the obvious mean- 
ing of St Paui.t The text has no relation whatever to the pro- 
mise of Christ to Peter, except the illustration of a different 
truth by a similar image. Christ wished to signify to Peter the 
reward of his faith by the authority which he would enjoy in 
his Church, and with this view he likened the Church to a 
building, himself to an architect, Peter to a rock on which the 
foundation of the building would be laid. The similitude is apt 
and expressive in both cases, but confusion is necessarily pro- 
duced when the two similitudes are confounded together, and 
what is said of Christ in the one place, where he is represented 
as the foundation, is applied to him in the other, where he 
speaks of himself as the architect. The passages are parallel 
in their character, but different in their object : in both, the 
foundation is distinguished from the architect. Where Paul is 
the architect, Christ is the foundation : where Christ is the 
architect, he makes Peter the foundation. Do we then reject 
Christ ? God forbid ! He is for us also the foundation of faith, 
— the basis on which our hopes of immortality are built. Our 
sentiments are correctly and eloquently expressed by one of 
the most distinguished of Peter’s successors, the first Leo, with 
whose name posterity has associated the appellation of “ Great.” 
Paraphrasing the address of Christ to Peter, recorded in the 
sixteenth chapter of St Matthew, he says : “ As my Father has 
manifested my divinity to thee, 1 make known to thee thy dig- 
nity : for thou art Peter, that is, as I am the inviolable rock, 
the corner-stone, who make both one, — 1 the foundation, other 


* Acts iv. 12. 

t The rule prescribed by the Protestant critic, Gerard, should here 
be attended to, 456 : u Every term should be considered as it stands, in 
the proposition of which it makes a part, and explained, not by itself, 
but so as to bring out the real sense of that whole proposition.” He 
shows the violation of this rule by an Antinomian, who should under- 
stand the rock on which the wise man builds his house, Matt. vii. 24, 
to be Christ, the Rock of Ages. The rule is equally violated, when the 
rock, of which Christ speaks, Matt. xvi. 18, is understood to be himself. 
See Gerard’s Institutes, p. 134. 
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than which no one can lay — nevertheless thou also art a Rock, 
because thou art strengthened by my power, so that what things 
belong to me by nature, are common to thee with me bt par- 
ticipation.”* Every prerogative then which we acknowledge 
in Peter is the gift of his bounty ; all authority emanates from 
him. In fact, Bishop Marsh, and, after him, Bloomfield ad- 
mit that there can be no real difficulty in reconciling these two 
passages, because Christ and Peter are called the foundation in 
a very different sense. “ The Apostles, generally, are in other 
parts of the New Testament called the foundation on which the 
Church is built ;t but Peter is specially called such, and even 
designated a rock, to denote his peculiar strength and connexion 
with the Church.” 

You adduce various passages of Scripture in which pride and 
domination are condemned, and humility is prescribed: and you 
assert that “ all these instances are related as occurring subse- 
quently to the gift of the keys to Peter.” You suppose, that 
if the words of Christ had the meaning which we assign them, 
he would have reproved his disciples when contending about 
superiority, and “ have reminded them that he had constituted 
Peter the governor and chief already.” Allow me to observe, 
that Peter did not receive the power which was promised to 
him, until after the resurrection, when Christ gave him the 
commission to feed his lambs and sheep. It is not wonderful 
that the Apostles did not at that time fully understand the sub* 
lime promise of the Saviour, for, as yet, they were slow of un* 
derstanding, and had no adequate idea of the institutions which 
Christ meant to establish. Already, indeed, they saw a mark* 
ed preference manifested for Peter, since Christ paid the tri- 
bute for him as well as for himself, and gave other indications 
of peculiar favour : but he was known to cherish a tender love 
for John, and his kindness towards all rendered it still a matter 
of question which was the greatest favourite with their divine 
master. He took occasion from this, and other circumstances 

# S. Leo, Mag. Seim. 3, de assumptione sua ad Pontificatum. 

t Bloomfield Com. Matt xvi., and quotes Eph. ii. 20, and Rev. xxi. 14. 
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which showed his disciples’ imperfection, to teach them— 
not equality, but humility. Thus, when the mother of the sons 
of Zebedee sought for her children, that they might sit, one on 
his right hand, and the other on his left, by his throne, “ the 
ten hearing it were moved with indignation against the two bre- 
thren.” He called them to him, and observed, that lordly do- 
mination characterized the rulers of this earth, but that, if they 
wished to be great in his sight, they should humble themselves, 
and become as servants to each other : “ Even as the Son of 
man came not to be ministered, but to minister, and to give his 
life a redemption for many.”* In this surely was implied, that 
there was to be amongst them a difference of rank ; but, never- 
theless, that the highest should imitate the humility of their 
Lord and Master, so that the exercise of authority, however 
great, should be marked by kind and fraternal feeling. This 
divine lesson was inculcated by Peter, when, addressing his 
colleagues in the sacred ministry, he bade them “ feed the flock 
of God” entrusted to their charge, not domineering over the 
portion of the Lord’s inheritance committed to them, “ but 
being made a pattern of the flock from the lieart.”t The exer- 
cise of power is, in all circumstances, to be tempered with hu- 
mility; but the power is not, on that account, less real or effi- 
cacious. 

In the second passage objected by you, Christ forbids Pha- 
risaical vanity and ostentation, which delights in “ salutations 
in the market-place,” and in titles of distinction : “ be not you 
called Rabbi. For one is your master, and all you are bre- 
thren.”:!: If this passage be alleged to prove that no one of the 
Apostles was superior to the other, it may be, with equal pro- 
priety, used to show that the Apostles were in no respect supe- 
rior to the multitude, for the discourse was not addressed to the 
Apostles alone, but “ to the multitude and to his disciples.”§ 
You are scarcely prepared for this perfect equality. You admit 
superior powers in the Apostolic college, and you consequently 

* Matt. xx. 28. t 1 Peter v. 2, 3. 

t Matt, xxiii. 8. $ Matt, xxiii. 1. 
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cannot urge this passage farther than to show that vanity is re- 
prehensible in all, whether they be the titled dignitaries of the 
church, or the less conspicuous members of the laity. 

The ninth chapter of Luke affords you another objection. 

“ There entered a thought into them which of them should be 
greater and their divine Master “ took a child, and set him 
by him, and said to them : whosoever shall receive this child in 
my name, receiveth me : and whosoever shall receive me, re- 
ceive th him that sent me. For he that is the least among you 
all, he is the greatest.”^ The Lord thus beautifully insinuates 
humility, which is the best disposition for elevation to the high 
office of the Apostolate. He says nothing to exclude the supe- 
riority of one above tho rest in dignity or rank ; but teaches all 
that the lowliest in station may be greatest in merit before God, 
provided he be profoundly humble. 

The objection derived from the twenty-second chapter of 
Luke is similar to that which you have before advanced, from 
the twentieth chapter of Matthew, and which I have already 
explained. It regards the mode in which superior power is to 
be exercised : “ he who is the greatest among you, let him be as 
the least, and he that is the leader as he that serveth. For 
which is greater, he that sitteth at table, or he that serveth ? Is 
not he that sitteth at table ? But I am in the midst of you, as 
he that serveth. ”t There was then a leader, there was one 
greatest among them, but he was to imitate Him who was above 
all, but who nevertheless humbled himself as the servant of all. 
He sufficiently indicated the leader, when, addressing Peter on 
that occasion, he told him to “ confirm his brethren.’ ’t 

You found the next objection on the twentieth chapter of St 
John’s Gospel, wherein Christ, addressing all the Apostles, 
says : “ Peace be to you. As the Father hath sent me, 1 also 
send you. Receivfe ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall 
forgive, they are forgiven them ; and whose sins you shall re- 
tain, they are retained.”§ You argue that, as no distinction is 

* Luke xxii. 26. t Ibid. xxu. 26. 

t Ibid. 32. § John. xx. 21. 
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made between Peter and the other Apostles, the power confer- 
red on all was alike, and that “ as the character of his office is not 
to be determined by the time when it was first promised, but 
by the rights actually conferred, it seems abundantly evident 
that this passage decides the whole controversy.” There might 
be something more than plausibility in this reasoning, had the 
same Evangelist neglected to record the special commission to 
feed the lambs and sheep of Christ, given to Peter alone, after 
a thrice repeated protestation of loving his Lord more than th£ 
others loved him. Peter received, with the others, the power 
of forgiveness, which he and they were to exercise ; but sepa- 
rately and apart from them, he received the pastoral commission 
to govern all the sheep of Christ, and, as the vicegerent and 
visible representative of Christ, to be the one shepherd of the 
one fold. The character of his office is determined both by the 
promise, which was special, and by the rights actually confer- 
red, which fully corresponded with the sublime promise. Peter 
had powers common to the whole Apostolic college ; he had, 
besides, authority peculiarly his own. 

I have already shown that the Apostolic commission pre- 
sented no obstacle to the administration of a particular Church 
by an Apostle. He had privilege to exercise his power every 
where, but he was not necessarily obliged to be without any 
fixed residence or See, as is evident from the case of the 
Apostle James, who occupied the See of Jerusalem. As you 
here promise presently to prove from Irenaeus that Linus, and 
not St Peter, is set down as the first bishop of that city, it is 
but just to observe that you labour under a misconception of 
that writer’s meaning, as will appear when we shall come to 
the examination of his testimony. 

You observe, that on some occasions Peter appears, in the 
Acts of the Apostles, “ like one more ruled than ruling.” The 
chief instance which you give is, that when the conversion of 
the Samaritans, through the ministry of Philip, was made 
known to the Apostles who were in Jerusalem, they sent to 
them u Peter and John.”* But, surely, this is too slight a 

* Acts viii. 14. 


Digitized by L^ooQle 



ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 


49 


ground for questioning the superior authority of Peter, esta- 
blished by so many and such strong Scriptural proofs. A 
superior cannot, indeed, be authoritatively sent by his subjects, 
yet he is said sometimes to be sent when he is induced to go 
at their solicitation. Were we to rely on a similar argument,— 
the equivocal meaning of a word ; were we to oppose it to 
solemn and clear and express testimonies of Scripture, convey- 
ing power and authority, you would surely regard us with a 
feeling of pity, if not of indignation. 

After the baptism of Cornelius, when Peter went up to 
Jerusalem, they who were of the circumcision disputed against 
him,* and Peter explains the whole matter, concluding in 
the 17th verse by saying: “ Who was I, that I could oppose 
God?” “Neither he nor his accusers on this occasion,” you 
observe, “ seem to have had any notion of hie superior dignity.” 
But is it a matter of surprise that a people so attached to their 
religious traditions as the Jews, and so recently converted to 
Christianity, should have viewed with displeasure a measure 
so novel, and so repugnant to their ideas, and should have been 
wanting in due respect for the authority of the first Pastor T 
You need only call to mind the frequent murmurings of their 
forefathers against Moses, even shortly after many and stu- 
pendous prodigies had convinced them that he was the chosen 
servant of God, and was acting in obedience to the divine will. 
Peter was not unconscious of his authority, but did not deem 
it unworthy of his high dignity to explain the motives of his 
conduct, and thus take away from their weak minds the occa- 
sion of scandal and dissention. The recognition of the high 
authority of Peter, even by the converts from Judaism, as well 
as his own sense of that authority, is manifest from the history 
of the Council of Jerusalem, of which I have already treated. 
I must refer you to my remarks for the solution of the objec- 
tion which you seek to draw from it. 

You mention, as something unfavourable to the prerogative 
of Peter, that “ the whole of the remaining chapters of the 

* Acts zi. 2. 
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book of the Acts, is devoted chiefly to the labours of the great 
Apostle of the Gentiles, and Peter is hardly named again.” 
Is it possible that you seriously object this circumstance ? St 
Luke, the writer of the Acts, was the companion of Paul in his 
travels, as the Apostle himself testifies.* * * § He gives a com- 
pendium of the chief events which marked the rise of the 
Church until the conversion of Saul, and thence confines him- 
self, almost exclusively, to the subsequent history of St Paul, 
having been himself an eye witness of many of the events 
which he records. 

The arguments which you produce to prove that St Paul 
acknowledged no superior authority in Peter, are, to say the 
least, weak indeed. To convince the Galatians that his gospel 
was divinely revealed, St Paul observes that, on his conversion, 
he had not gone to Jerusalem, to the Apostles who had pre- 
ceded him in the faith : but what he adds is worthy of your 
most serious consideration: “Three years after, I came to 
Jerusalem to see Peter, and stayed with him fifteen days.”! 
Can we suppose that this was a visit of mere courtesy, and not 
rather an official act of respect to the authority of the prince of 
the Apostles, with whom Paul wished to consult on the im- 
portant concerns of the Church ? The Greek verb suggests 
the idea of consultation, or inquiry.^ “ Peter,” says Chrysos- 
tom, “ was the organ and prince of the Apostles : wherefore 
Paul went up to see him in preference to the rest.”§ Cave 
himself, as you have seen, believes that the visit was made 
with a view to obtain the decision of the controversy about the 
observance of the ceremonial law. 

The reproof given by St Paul to Cephas, || is alleged by 
you, after most Protestant writers on the subject, as evidence 
that he recognised in Peter no superior authority. The Fathers, 
however, discovered in it nothing more than the liberty which 
an inferior may use in admonishing his superior, when the 

* 2 Cor. viii. 18. Col. iv. 14. 2 Tim. iv. 11. Philem. 24. 

t Gal. i. 18. 

t <rogjfc«j, to confer with. See Jones’s Greek Lexicon. 

§ S. Chrys. horn. 87 in Joan. || Gal. ii. 11. 
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conduct of the latter is such as is likely to be prejudicial to 
the interests of truth. No station, however elevated, places 
man beyond the reach of respectful admonition, or even strong 
reproof, if his conduct deserve it. “ Paul,” says Tertullian, 
“ reproved Peter, for no other reason, however, than the change 
of his mode of living, which he varied according to the class of 
persons with whom he associated, not for any corruption of 
divine truth.”* In regard to this fact, Augustin observes: “a 
just liberty is to be admired in Paul, and holy humility in 
Peter.”t t 

You avail yourself of the statement of St Paul, that to him 
“ was committed the Gospelof the uncircumcision, as to Peter 

* Tertullian, 1. v. contra Marcion, c. 3. 

t Aug. Ep. 82. n. 22. Nov. edit. 

t 1 have granted to Bishop Hopkins that Cephas here mentioned is 
the same as Peter, as I do not wish to encumber the investigation 
with a question of a mere critical character. The Fathers of the Church 
generally take him to be the same, but in a question of this kind, totally 
independent of doctrine, a mistake may be supposed without disrespect 
to their venerable authority. It is certain that Clement of Alexandria 
maintained that Cephas, who was reproved by St Paul, was one of the 
seventy disciples, and Eusebius has recorded this testimony, without 
any indication of dissent. Eusebius, 1. i. c. 12. In all ages this sentiment 
of Clement has had advocates, although the contrary opinion has been 
always more general. Among modern writers the learned Feller, in his 
historical dictionary, manifestly favours the less generally received 
opinion. Hardouin expressly defends it. Kerkherdere in his conatus 
norms de Ccpha rcprehenso , published at Louvain in 1713, maintains it, 
and Molkenbuhr, in 1785, published a Scriptural critical dissertation to 
the same effect. The authors, both Catholic and Protestant, who have 
confounded the two, are strangely embarrassed to find a time at which 
the reproof of Peter can be supposed to have happened, some placing it 
before, some after the Council of Jerusalem. The simple fact seems to 
be that Cephas, one of the disciples, being reproved sharply by Paul for 
tergiversation of conduct, 11 no small contest” ensued, which led to the 
reference to Peter and James and their colleagues at Jerusalem. The 
conduct of Peter in defending his reception of Cornelius into the 
Church, and his bold reproof of the Judaizing Christians in the Council, 
give us a view of his character totally inconsistent with the dissimula- 
tion of the weak disciple. 
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was that of the circumcision but surely you know that these 
expressions do not signify that the exclusive charge of Gentiles 
or Jews was given to either apostle. The universal character 
of the apostolic commission regards not only places, but classes 
of men : and the Apostle only intimates that the chief exercise 
of his own ministry was to be among the Gentiles, whilst Pe- 
ter was chiefly to exert his zeal for the conversion of the Jews.t 
Peter was the first to receive the Gentiles into the Church, in 
the person of Cornelius and his family ; and you cannot sup- 
pose that he, or any of the Apostles, had not full authority to 
exercise his ministry in favour of all classes of men. Besides, 
there were at Rome many Jews, amongst whom Peter no doubt 
especially laboured, whilst Paul more particularly devoted 
himself to the conversion of the Gentiles. Each, as opportunity 
was offered, extended his zeal to Jew and Gentile ; but the 
general superintendance of all still remained in him whom 
Christ had commanded to feed his lambs and sheep, and con- 
firm his brethren. 

The order observed by St Paul in the mention of those who 
were regarded as pillars of the church, “ James, Cephas, and 
John,” seems to you evidence against the primacy of Peter. 
To the learned Hardouin and others it appeared to favour the 
opinion that Cephas here mentioned was a disciple, and not 
the Apostle ; because in all the Gospels, and in the writings of 
St Paul, wherever Peter is named, he uniformly precedes all 
others, unless where the latter place is the more honourable 
from die nature of the subject, J and by St Matthew he is ex- 
pressly styled “ the first.”§ This, though the least proof of 

* Gal.il. 7. 

t “ St Peter was chiefly but not entirely occupied by the Jews, and 
St Paul chiefly, but not wholly, with^the Gentiles/’ says Bloomfield on 
this passage. See also Synopsis Crit. in locum. 

t Gal. i. 12 , iii. 22. 

§ Mat. x. 2. o 5rga»rof, “ the first” That this is not & mere ordinal 
adjective is proved by the fact that no such adjective is placed after the 
names of the other Apostles enumerated in this list. It is remarkable 
that the Evangelists observe no order in the catalogues they have given, 
except in regard of two— Peter and Judas. The first of whom always 
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his superiority, affords no slight presumption of it. Waiving, 
however, whatever advantage might be derived from this 
circumstance, I shall beg, in reply to your objection, to 
state that the name of Cephas is altogether wanting in this 
place in a most ancient manuscript, which Grotius judges to 
be correct. 46 Moreover the incidental mention of the name 
of the Apostle, without regard to the precedency of his office, 
cannot render questionable his authority. 

You labour to prove that Paul, and not Peter, was the first 
founder of the Church of Rome, and you do not hesitate to 
assert that * on this point the book of the Acts is clear and posi- 
tive.’ But, sir, all that is clear from that divine history is that 
Paul was brought to Rome in chains, and that during his stay 
there, which lasted two years, he instructed those who had 
recourse to him at his own hired lodging.t Before he had 
seen that city 4 he wrote his Epistle to the Romans, in which 

is placed at the head of the catalogue ; the last uniformly occupies the 
lowest place. The eloquent bishop of Meaux presents, at one view, the 
various circumstances in which Peter appears foremost in the Gospels : 
“ Peter,” says he, “ appears the first on all occasions : the first to confess 
the faith ; the first to express his obligation of love ; the first of all the 
Apostles who saw Christ after his resurrection, as he was the first to 
bear testimony to this fact before all the people. We find him first, 
when there was question of filling up the number of the Apostles ; the 
first who confirmed the faith by a miracle, the first to convert the Jews, 
the first to receive the Gentiles ; in short, every thing occurs to estab- 
lish his supremacy. The power divided among many, imports its re- 
striction : conferred on one alone, over all and without exception , it bears 
the evidence of its plenitude. All receive the same power, but not in 
the same degree, nor to the same extent. Jesus Christ commences by 
the chief, and in the person of the chief developes all his power — in 
order that we should learn that the ecclesiastical authority, being origi- 
nally centred in one individual, has been diffused only on the condition 
that it should always be reflected back on the principle of its unity ; and 
that all they who share in it should be inseparably connected with that 
See, which is the common centre of all churches.”*-— Bossuet. Disc, sur 
l’unit£ de l’Eglise, premi&re partie. 

* See Critic. Sac. Synop. in hunc locum. 

f Acts xxviii. 30. 

t Five or six years before his imprisonment, about the year of Christ 
E* 
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he declares his earnest desire to see them, to be consoled by 
the evidence of their faith, the fame of which had already 
spread to the utmost limits of the empire.* You have fallen 
into the strange mistake of quoting this epistle in proof of the 
success of his preaching in that city, whilst he declares in it 
that he had never been there : “ I would not have you ignorant, 
brethren, that I have often purposed to come to you (and have 
been prevented hitherto), that I might have some bruit among 
you also, even as among other nations.”t 
.You complain that “ after all this St Paul should be made to 
act a secondary part to St Peter in founding the Church of 
Rome, and that the Sacred Oracles should thus become subor- 
dinate to the testimony of tradition.” But it is manifest, from 
the passage of Scripture just quoted, that St Paul was not the 
original founder of that Church, and that it was flourishing and 
celebrated before his eye had ever rested on that magnificent 
city. Tradition comes to our aid on a point not stated in Scrip- 
ture, by informing us who it was that first entered the seat of 
Paganism to preach salvation in the name of the crucified Re- 
deemer : it does not set aside the Sacred Oracles, but gives us 
information for which they had prepared us. Chrysostom, in 
regard to the establishment of religion by Peter in the capital 
of the empire, observes : “ The fisherman Peter, because he 
practised virtue, and occupied the imperial city, shines, even 
after death, brighter than the sun.”t Tertullian, at the close of 
the second century, speaks of those whom Peter baptized in 
the Tyber.§ 

You “ remind us, that in the two epistles of St Peter, there 
is not one word of intimation on the supreme rule and govern- 
ment supposed to be conferred on him.” But it is enough 
that he writes to his colleagues in the ministry with the dignity 
and authority that becomes the prince of the Apostles ; and such 

57 or 58. See Bloomfield, Notes on the Acts and on the Epistle to the 
Romans : also Macknight on the Epistles. See also Cave, Saec. Apost. 

* Rom. i. 8. f V. 13. 

t S. Joan. Chry. in Ps % 48, p. 370, Tom. I. 

§ Tertull. 1. de bapt. 
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is the judgment which an eminent Protestant critic has passed 
on his style.* He speaks as one to whom pastors and people 
were alike entrusted ; and whilst, with the humility which his 
divine Master inculcated, he regards himself as a fellow-labourer, 
he prescribes to the dignitaries of the Church the spirit in which 
they should exercise their power.t 
In fine, you ask us, as you delight in interrogatories, “ have 
we never wondered that the supremacy of Peter has been 
passed by in all the Epistles and in the Acts of the Apostles?” 
We reply that we have no cause for this supposed wonder, as 
we see its exercise very distinctly marked in the Acts, and its 
divine origin strongly declared in the Gospels. Great, indeed, 
is our astonishment, and deep our regret, that many read these 
divine writings and perceive not these truths, but prefer vain 
conjectures and weak reasonings to the plain and solemn 
words of Jesus Christ. Perhaps, sir, you may not have per* 
mitted your attention to be directed to the various passages in 
the Gospels, in which the Primacy of Peter is indirectly, but 
significantly intimated. “ Is the Church,” says St Francis de 
Sales,! “ likened unto a house ? It is placed on the foundation 
of a rock, which is Peter. Will you represent it under the 
figure of a family? You behold our Redeemer paying the 
tribute as its master, and after him comes Peter as his repre- 
sentative. Is the Church a bark ? Peter is its pilot ; and it is 
our Redeemer who instructs him. Is the doctrine by which 
we are drawn from the gulf of sin represented by a fisher’s 
net ? It is Peter who casts it : it is Peter who draws it ; the 
other disciples lend their aid ; but it is Peter that presents the 
fishes to our Redeemer. Is the Church represented by an 
embassy ? Saint Peter is at its head. Do you prefer the figure 
of a kingdom ? Saint Peter carries its keys. In fine, will you 
have it shadowed under the symbol of a flock and a fold ? 
Saint Peter is the shepherd and universal Pastor under Jesus 
Christ.” 


* Grotius. See Synops. Crit. Proleg. Ep. 1, Petri, 
t 1 Ep. Peter, c. v. 

t Controverses de S. Franc, de Sales, disc. 42. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

From the Scriptural proofs of the Primacy of Peter, you pro- 
ceed to the ancient canons, styled, of the Apostles / and you ob- 
serve, that in them no evidence of it is discoverable. That they 
are not regarded by us as the true productions of the Apostles, 
you candidly acknowledge ; and hence I can see no reason why 
you should bring them forward in this investigation, especially 
as all learned Protestants agree with us in rejecting them.* 
Allowing you, however, the privilege of using them, you can- 
not find a single expression in them which impugns the Pri- 
macy of Peter and his successors. The prohibition of the trans- 
fer of bishops from one see to another, unless by the judgment 
and earnest recommendation of many bishops, does not prove 
that there was then no Primate, because the present discipline 
requires his consent for so important a change ; this being a 
matter entirely dependent on positive enactment. In the first 
three ages especially, when persecution raged, the communi- 
cation between the prelates, scattered abroad over the empire, 
and even beyond its limits, was necessarily difficult; and it 
cannot be matter of surprise, that recourse to the chief Pastor 
was enjoined only in cases of vital importance to the general 
interests of the Church. Besides, the See of Alexandria, found- 
ed by Mark, the disciple of Peter, and that of Antioch, founded 
by Peter himself, had extensive jurisdiction, afterwards deno- 

* See Cave S©c. Ap. Op. Sup. p. 19. Gen. ed. He thinks that they 
were collected together chiefly from the usage and regulations of the 
Church about the end of the second age. 
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urinated patriarchal, according to the beautiful order established 
from the commencement. The general affairs of these vast 
districts were committed fully to their authority, as appears by 
the sixth canon of Nice. If the bishops of the east, whose dis- 
cipline is thought to be represented by those canons, authorized 
episcopal translations, whenever judged expedient by many 
neighbouring bishops, it was an enactment no wise derogatory 
to the supremacy of Peter’s chair. At a later period, the ex- 
pediency of further restrictions to prevent ambition became 
manifest, whilst the facilities of communication were increased, 
and the patriarchal sees having failed, occasion was offered for 
the more direct and frequent exercise of pontifical authority, 
even in the most distant provinces. An absolute prohibition 
of all translations has been made, whereby they became unlaw- 
ful, except by the dispensation of the general ruler of the 
Church. The thirty-third canon exhibits that order which is 
to be maintained in the respective portions of the Christian 
world ; the bishops of each province or nation looking up with 
reverence to their local head, or metropolitan, as continues to 
be enjoined even unto this day : but who can thence conclude 
that there is no common head, whom even metropolitans should 
reverence and obey ? In the enactment of canons, the Coun- 
cils of the three first ages, which were all local, intended to re- 
gulate local concerns, not general discipline ; and consequently 
legislated without the remotest intention to interfere with the 
general organization of the Church. In this spirit, provincial 
Councils were to be held twice a year, and local controversies 
were therein examined and determined : but when the general 
interests of religion were at stake, their acts were sent to the 
chief guardian of the divine deposite, as we shall see in the case 
of Paul of Samosata, and in the celebrated controversies con- 
cerning baptism administered by heretics, and the necessity of 
grace. These frequent Councils were advisable, in consequence 
of the difficulties for which no legislation had yet provided, and 
were practicable among neighbouring bishops, whose dioceses 
were generally small. Such Councils are still prescribed to be 
held, at least every third year, and, within the last ten years, 
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they have been thrice held in our ecclesiastical province. Thus 
our practice is substantially the same as that of the early ages, and 
neither interferes with the prerogative of the Pope. The judg- 
ment of bishops, accused of grievous delinquency, was some- 
times left to their colleagues of the province, except the bishops 
of Alexandria and Antioch, whose patriarchal dignity gave them 
the privilege of being judged by the Pope; but when aggrieved, 
they raised their voice from the East, and from the West, to 
the father of bishops, whose power was often exerted in their 
behalf. The extinction of those patriarchates, and a desire to 
protect the episcopal dignity from unjust and rash aggression, 
subsequently induced the reservation of all such cases to the 
mature examination and impartial judgment of one whose ele- 
vation raises him above the partial influences to which other 
bishops might be exposed. 

I have thus offered an explanation of difficulties w hich have 
no direct bearing on the subject of our investigation, and which 
I could have justly passed over without notice, because taken 
from supposititious documents. Your assertion, that these ca- 
nons are directly adverse to our doctrine, is surely not easy to 
be sustained. I hope you now see how perfectly they har- 
monize with the admission of a governing power, watching 
over the general interests of religion, and interfering more or less 
in local concerns, according to peculiar exigencies and circum- 
stances. As to our evading evidence, as you insinuate, it is as 
far from our thoughts as it is foreign from our practice to seek 
it in spurious sources. 

In your progress among these impure sources, you next come 
to the “Apostolic Constitutions,” which, although confessedly 
spurious,* you bring forward to bear evidence against us, de- 
claring that “ you have searched them in vain for any trace of 
our doctrine on the Primacy.” 1 regret, Right Reverend Sir, 
that you should have occupied yourself in examining docu- 
ments of this character, from which no conclusive evidence 
could, in any case, be derived ; but, as I am obliged to follow 
you in the path you have chosen, I will proceed, although re- 
luctantly, to consider the justness of your conclusions, from 
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what is or is not contained in these unimportant writings. You 
observe that these Constitutions apply to aU bishops, in the plural 
form, the very language addressed to Peter. This is a mistake. 
The words which you cite are those which were addressed to 
all the Apostles.* No where do you find all the bishops styled 
the rock on which Christ built his Church. Even from these 
spurious decrees the pre-eminence of Peter is apparent. They 
are drawn up chiefly in his name, and he is represented as 
speaking throughout the most of them. He is named and styled 
first, as is apparent from the passages which you quote, in the 
translation of one of which you have rendered this particularity 
less apparent to the reader. The text should be thus translated : 
44 I therefore the first, Peter say ;” which you have rendered : 
44 1 therefore Peter say, first. ”t When Peter and Paul are 
united in the decree, the precedency of Peter is still maintained ; 
44 1 Peter, and I Paul, ordain.”} 

You have, at last, reached a class of spurious documents 
which you avow are highly favourable to the claims of the 
Roman Pontiff, the decretals of Isidore Mercator. You dwell 
on these with peculiar emphasis, and not only do you charge 
the forgery of them on Riculphus, bishop of Moguntum, about 
the year 787, but, at one fell swoop, you make the Popes ac- 
complices of the fraud by their countenance and sanction. 
The compliment you pay to the Catholic literati of the present 
day for their honourable rejection of these false decrees, but 
badly compensates for the wound which you endeavour to in- 
flict on the religion which they have defended, when you repre- 
sent bishops and Popes as 44 paltering with every principle of 
truth, whilst they boasted of infallibility.” The facts of the case, 
however, do not warrant these reproaches. The collection 
was not certainly framed at Rome, but in Germany : and its 
author is still problematic, though you unhesitatingly pronounce 
him to have been a bishop. The literary fraud did not consist 

* Matt, xviii. 18. 

t «prrof ut « yrn pn/ui niTfoc. Ego igitur primus Petrus dico. 

t Eyu n (r£oc 5 iyal Const. 1. viii. c. 33. 
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in forging the documents altogether, with a view to introduce 
new doctrines, or a new system of ecclesiastical polity, for the 
calvinist Blondell himself acknowledges that genuine docu- 
ments were used as the materials of this imposture ; whilst 
false inscriptions and clumsy combinations gave to the collec- 
tion an air of remote antiquity. It is a curious fact that “ the 
Apostolic Constitutions,” which you have read with intense 
interest, and which you describe as rich in doctrine, in elo- 
quence, and in forms of devotion, have been used freely by the 
compiler of these false decretals. Large extracts are taken 
from them, sometimes word for word, sometimes with some 
slight variation, and given in the name of some Pope of the 
first three centuries. The Recognitions of Clement, another 
work of the same spurious character, was also used by Isidore ; 
and even works of undoubted authenticity, such as the writings of 
Saints Leo and Gregory, were employed in the same manner. You 
ask: “ does not the existence of such a fraud bring a dark cloud 
upon the very character of the claim itself?” I answer confi- 
dently, it does not. As well might an unbeliever argue against 
the divine character of the Christian religion, because spurious 
gospels and other literary frauds were circulated at a very early 
period by some whose zeal was not according to knowledge. 
If you can speak in raptures of the Apostolic Constitutions, ac- 
knowledged by all to be a literary imposture, why are you so 
vehement in your invectives against the compilation of Isidore, 
founded in a great measure on these Constitutions, or on works 
undoubtedly authentic? You say, that this imposture was exe- 
cuted by a bishop ; but surely you must know that this is quite 
uncertain : you add that it was patronised by successive Popes ; 
but you are aware that the usage of three centuries had given 
the decretals the force of law before the Popes admitted them 
into the body of laws used in the Roman Church. Nicholas I., 
in rebuking Hincmar, bishop of Rheims, for having rejected 
them, assumed, as certain, the fact of their being such as they 
were represented, — the decrees of the early Pontiffs, whose 
authority was not dependent on their insertion in the general 
collection of the canons : but he had not examined, and did not 
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pronounce, on the alleged fact of their authenticity. If you 
will take the pains of comparing the decretals with their sources, 
you will find how very easy it was, at a time when critical in- 
quiry was almost unknown, to be mistaken in regard to a fact 
of this nature. But there are documents, the authenticity of 
which is admitted by the most enlightened critics, not excepting 
those adverse to our faith, which so fully establish the Primacy 
and its privileges, that I am almost tempted to imitate your 
language, and tell you that they force a sigh of deep regret 
over the shame of men who, by ascribing the origin of the 
pontifical privileges to these false decretals, trifle with every 
principle of truth, whilst they boast of impartiality. You say 
that “ it is undenied and undeniable that forgeries so extensive 
were actually palmed upon the churches for many ages, by the 
successors of Nicholas the 1st.” The decretals of which you 
speak being presented by their author, presumed to be Bene- 
dictus Levita, in connexion with authentic decrees and canons, 
got credence and currency first in Germany, where they were 
contrived, afterwards in France, and subsequently in Rome 
itself, when usage had given them the force of law. They 
were forgeries, because ascribed to the ancient Popes : but they 
were for the most part the expression of primitive faith and of 
the received discipline of the Church. The question of their 
authorship was a matter of minor importance, when their con- 
formity to primitive tradition was known in regard to the great 
principles of faith, and the organization of the Church ; and 
their suitableness to existing circumstances in disciplinary 
regulations was proved by experience. It mattered little 
whether a decree purporting to be of Pope Fabian contained 
his sentiments and injunctions, or those of St Leo, St Celes- 
tine, or St Gregory, from whose works the compiler borrowed 
his materials : and the prerogatives of the Apostolic See, as 
explained by Innocent and Siricius, were equally sacred, as 
when declared by Evaristus or Alexander. The Popes, who 
admitted these decretals into the body of canon law, after they 
had been elsewhere adopted during three centuries, did not 
study the interests of their See, so much as uniformity of dis- 
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cipline. The special object of the contriver of the fraud was 
most probably to shield bishops against their accusers, for to 
this much of what may be considered original in the decretals 
is directed. The scheme of imposition was certainly not con- 
cocted by the Roman Pontiffs, nor can a shadow of evidence 
be offered of this injurious assertion. In the progress of this 
work I shall have occasion to adduce documents of undoubted 
authenticity, long prior to the ninth century, which gave birth 
to the false decretals ; and I shall prove from them that the 
Primacy, with great amplitude of prerogative, was acknowledged 
in all ages. For the present 1 shall give you one specimen 
from the false decretals, with reference to the genuine docu- 
ments which have been copied or imitated. A letter purport- 
ing to be of Pope Eusebius, directed to the bishops of Tuscia 
and Campania, is found in the collection of Isidore. The 
exordium is with some slight variation, a copy of the com- 
mencement of the genuine letter of Pope Hormisdas to all 
the bishops of Spain, written at the beginning of the sixth 
century: the continuation is borrowed from the letter of John, 
bishop of Constantinople, to Hormisdas, in which the authority 
of the Holy See is set forth in the strongest terms. I willingly 
forego the advantage to be derived from the view of the Papal 
prerogative given by the pseudo-Eusebius : but is not the loss of 
two centuries in date amply compensated by the weight of 
authority derived from the acknowledgment of one who might 
be considered most likely to question the privileges of the 
Bishop of ancient Rome ? Hear then John of Constantinople, 
giving an account of his faith to Hormisdas. “The first thing 
necessary for salvation is to observe the rule of sound faith, 
and to deviate, in no respect, from the tradition of the Fathers, 
for the sentence of our Lord Jesus Christ cannot be disre- 
garded: ‘Thou art Peter, and on this rock I shall build my 
Church.’ What was said is proved by the event: for the 
Catholic religion is always inviolably maintained in the Apos- 
tolic See. Being desirous, therefore, not to fall away from 
this faith, and following in all things the decrees of the Fathers, 
we anathematize all heresies. Wherefore, following in all 
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things the Apostolic See, we also preach all things decreed by 
it: and for that reason I hope that I shall be united with you 
in the communion of that faith which is proclaimed by the 
Apostolic See, in which is the entire and perfect solidity of 
the Christian religion. We promise that hereafter the names 
of such as are separated from the communion of the Apostolic 
Church, that is, such as do not in all things harmonize with 
the Apostolic See, shall not be recited in the celebration of 
the sacred mysteries.”* Compare this with the false decretal, 
and say candidly, whether the clumsy contrivance could have 
been needed to establish the rights of the Apostolic See.t 

Candour then will admit that the compilation of Isidore, 
changed nothing in the principles of the Church, or in the or- 
ganization of the hierarchy, and induced few, if any, variations 
in the established discipline, as may be inferred from the very 
fact of the success of the imposture. In no age can men be so far 
duped as to surrender, without reluctance, their acknowledged 
rights to any claimant. As well might an impostor hope to 
change the principles of common law, by the pretended dis- 
covery of Dome-day book, or of the Code of Edgar, or of Ed- 
ward, as Isidore could expect, even in the ninth century, to 
effect any essential change in the organization or polity of the 
Church, by the pretended decretals of the Popes of the first 
three centuries, which, even if authentic, would have been 
disregarded as obsolete, had not actual usage sustained them. 
The belief of the divine institution of the Primacy, so clearly 
expressed in the Sacred Scriptures, was deeply seated in the 
minds and hearts of the faithful long before the days of Isidore, 
as was solemnly declared four centuries before by the Council 
of Carthage.f 

* Act. Cone. Hard. Tom. II. 1017. 

t Ibid. Tom. I. col. 241. 

X Ep. 176. olim. 92, p. 622, Tom. II. op. Aug. ed Ven., “ arbitramur— 
auctoritati sanctitatis tuoe de sanctarum scripturarum auctoritate de- 
pomptro facilius eos esse cessuros” ad Innocent. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

From the examination of spurious works, we pass to the ge- 
nuine writings of those venerable men, who, from their close 
connexion with the Apostles and the Apostolic age, are styled 
Apostolic Fathers. They claim our respect, from the charac- 
ter of their authors, the station they occupied in the Church, 
the sanctity of their lives, and their sufferings for religion. You 
observe, that “ nothing positive can be derived from them on 
the point in question yet you seek to make them appear ad- 
verse to the Primacy. Thus, you object that, “ in one of the 
epistles of Ignatius, addressed to the Romans, his entire silence 
on the supposed pre-eminence of their Church, and the derived 
supremacy of Peter, looks altogether adverse to your claims.” 
Yet he is not altogether silent. The address of his epistle is 
strongly expressive of the pre-eminence of the Roman Church. 
It runs thus : “ Ignatius, also called Theophorus, to the Church 
that has obtained mercy through the magnificence of the most 
high Father, and of Jesus Christ his only begotten Son ; the 
Church, beloved and enlightened through his will, who wills 
all things that are according to the charity of Jesus Christ our 
God ; which PRESIDES in the place of the Roman region, 
being worthy of God, most comely, deservedly blessed, most 
celebrated, properly organized, most chaste, and PRESIDING 
in charity, having the law of Christ, bearing the name of the 
Father.” I know not in what more emphatic language the di- 
vinely bestowed privileges and pre-eminence of the church 
which presides could be expressed. The source of its prero- 
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gatives is also indicated in the body of the letter, in which allu- 
sion is made to its foundation by Peter and Paul : “ I do not 
command you, as Peter and Paul : they were Apostles, I am 
a condemned man ; they were free ; I have hitherto been a 
slave.”* Ignatius, who succeeded Evodius in the See of Anti- 
och, notwithstanding the prior foundation of that See by the 
Apostle Peter, proclaims the presiding character of the Roman 
Church, and regards it as peculiarly beloved and enlightened 
by God : and yet to you he appears entirely silent on its pre- 
eminence! 

The letter of Clement, Bishop of Rome, to the Corinthians, 
is the next document to which you direct our attention. He 
was a cotemporary of Peter and Paul, and his letter is supposed 
by some to have been written about the year 90 ; by others, at 
an earlier period. It is written in the name of the Church of 
God, dwelling at Rome, to the Church of God dwelling at Co- 
rinth .t The revolt of the Corinthians against their ecclesias- 
tical superiors was the occasion of this “ most powerful letter,” 
as Irenaeus designates it, which was intended to “ recall them to 
peace, and to renew their faith. ”j The inscription, you ob- 
serve, is “ an humble, beginning ; for Clement, instead of affect- 
ing to rule the Corinthians by his official power, unites with his 
Church in a fraternal expostulation.” But, sir, it was the cus- 
tom of antiquity to consider affairs of great importance in an 
assembly of the bishop, with the leading members of the 
clergy, and the result of the deliberation was given in the name 
of the whole Church ; for, according to Cyprian, “ the Church 
is the people united with the priest, and the flock following its 
pastor ; whence, you should know that the bishop is in the 


* *Ou% ots IlSTg©' 5 u/uiv Jt&'rtLvvoiJHtr, sxthot *A woroxoi, 

iyt* xctraiitpiT®* : ixtlvot tKtu^fpoi t tyci p&XpM »? 

t “ Ecclesia Dei quae incolit Romam In the work of 

Bishop Hopkins it is translated : “ worships at ” This unimportant mis- 
take would not be noticed but for the severity of the bishop towards other 
translators. Of all men, he ought to be the most indulgent in this regard, 
t Irenoeus lib. iii.adv. hcer. c. iii. 
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Church, and the Church is in the bishop.”* Notwithstanding 
that inscription, you yourself, after the early writers, speak of 
the letter as of Clement. His interference in the local concerns 
of this distant Church is inexplicable, if his superior authority 
be not admitted. John the Apostle was still alive, and both 
from his character and proximity to Corinth, was the most 
likely to display his zeal on such an occasion, if zeal only, and 
not the order of Church government, were the moving princi- 
ple. But Clement makes no mention of his supremacy. — It 
was not called in question, and therefore it was unnecessary to 
assert it : he proved it by his interference, and exercised it most 
effectually by paternal remonstrance, mild rebuke, and sublime 
instruction. Why, you ask, does he not complain of the dis- 
regard of the rights of the Apostolic See, by the violent depo- 
sition of the bishop of Corinth without its concurrence ? He 
does complain of the deposition as a violation of the order esta- 
blished by Christ in his Church — the divine law by which the 
laity are bound to obey those who are set over them. This 
was their crime ; this was the evil to be cured by salutary ad- 
monition. The rights of the Holy See had only been indirectly 
and remotely invaded, inasmuch as that See is the guardian of 
the order divinely established. Had the discipline then prevail- 
ed, whereby the deposition of bishops is reserved to the Pope, 
still reference to that circumstance would have been unneces- 
sary, because no form of judgment had been observed. The 
expulsion or deposition of the bishop and clergy was not an act 
of an inferior tribunal taking cognizance of a cause reserved to 
a higher power, in which case Clement might have complained 
of an aggression on his own authority ; but it was an act of po- 
pular violence, in which the divine law itself had been trampled 
under foot. Though, then, the letter of Clement makes no men- 
tion of his supremacy, it is a precious and splendid evidence 
of that “ solicitude of all the churches” which belonged to his 
Apostolic office, and of the salutary influence of that authority 

* S. Cyprian, Ep. 69, ad Pupianum, p. 220. Edit. Wirceburg. 
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which Christ wisely established, to preserve the faith, and re- 
store to peace the discordant members of the Church. The 
want of such a presiding power is deeply felt in modern sects, 
who have no remedy for those evils which the passions of men 
so often inflict on religion, and see their preachers and ministers 
either obliged to court favour, at the sacrifice of the independ- 
ence which becomes the ambassador of Christ, or to yield to 
the violence or intrigue, which the enemies of order and authori- 
ty are ever ready to employ. 

Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons, about the middle of the second 
century, a disciple of Polycarp, the disciple of John the Evan- 
gelist, bears splendid evidence of the powerful principality of 
the Roman Church,— of the high authority of her tradition,— 
and of the succession of her bishops, from her glorious found- 
ers, Peter and Paul. Every effort to explain away his testi- 
mony must always prove vain. You admit that “ he grants to 
that Church an important rank.” This admission is important, 
since we shall see that at so early a period, when her bishops 
were constant objects of persecution, she could have derived 
that rank only from her Apostolic founders. Writing against 
the Gnostics, Irenaeus says : “ All who wish to see the truth, 
may see in all the Church the tradition of the Apostles, mani- 
fested throughout the whole world : and we can enumerate the 
bishops who have been ordained by the Apostles and their suc- 
cessors, down to our own time, who taught, or knew no such 
doctrine as they madly dream of. — But since it would be very 
tedious to enumerate the succession of all the Churches in this 
work, by pointing to the tradition of the greatest, and most an- 
cient Church, known to all, founded and established at Rome 
by the two most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul, and to her 
faith announced to men, coming down to us by the succession 
of bishops, we confound all those who in any improper manner 
gather together, either through self-complacency or vain-glory, 
or through blindness and perverse disposition. For with this 
Church, on account of the more powerful principality, it is ne- 
ceesary that every Church, that is, the faithful, who are in every 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



68 


8T IRENjEDS. 


direction, should agree, in which the Apostolic tradition has 
been always preserved, by those who are in every direction.”* 

Much ingenuity has been exercised to destroy the force of 
so solemn a testimony. You ask: “ Does he not make the 
establishment of the Church of Rome the joint act of both Peter 
and Paul, saying, in positive terms, that they set Linus over 
that Church as its bishop, and not intimating, in the slightest 
degree, that Peter ever established himself as bishop there?” 
We grant that both Apostles concurred in its establishment, 
and the Popes are accustomed in all their solemn acts to unite 
both, not only as patrons whom they invoke, but likewise as 
Apostles whose authority they inherit. These holy Apos- 
tles acted in concert, without jealousy, labouring for the glory 
of their common Master, though the prerogative of Peter was 
special. What regards Linus is thus expressed by Euse- 
bius, in the original words of Irenaeus : “ The blessed Apos- 
tles, having founded and built up the Church, delivered to 
Linus the ministry of the episcopate. ”t You infer hence that 
Linus was the Bishop of Rome, even in the lifetime of Peter 
and Paul : but were this the case, how could the succession be 
counted from the Apostles ? Thus Irenaeus tells us that on the 
death of Anacletus, Clement succeeded, “ in the third place 
from the Apostles.’’^ Linus then must not have been Bishop 
of Rome, until after the martyrdom of Peter and Paul, though 
he received the episcopal character in their lifetime, and was 
appointed to be the bishop of that city after their decease, and 
probably exercised many acts of his order before it, with their 
assent, and under their direction. There is no reason to sup- 
pose that whilst the two Apostles continued in Rome, a bishop 
was created to govern it with independent authority. 

* S. Irenaeus, lib. iii. adv. haer. c. iii. 

t 6f/ucAio»c«tyT«c ovv km oiKcfo/utirxfric ot jutixxptot aVoccXo/ rut 
•xxxaW*? kivm rh r»c i mcxoirtic x«mi/g}/*r Euseb. 1 . v. 

hist. c. 6. The Latin version as given in Irenaeus is : “ Fundantes igitur 
et instruentes beati apostoli ecclesiam Lino episcopatum administrandoe 
ecclesiae tradiderunt.” 

t Tg<T» to ? ra 6 reef atTorcx®?. (lb.) 
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“ With respect to the more powerful principality of which 
Irenseus speaks* he does not,” you say, “ use one word which 
connects the principality with the Church, or with its bishop ; 
but refers simply to its location in that city, which was then, 
and for many centuries before and after, the acknowledged 
mistress of the world.” For my part, after an attentive exa- 
mination of the passage, I am perfectly unable to find the least 
mention whatever of the city, or its imperial greatness, but 
solely and exclusively of the Church founded by the Apostles. 
On what ground, then, do you assert, that the more powerful 
principality designated the civil dominion ? Suppose it for a 
moment, and insert the explanatory words. “ By pointing to 
the tradition of the greatest and most ancient Church, known 
to all, founded and established at Rome, by the two most glo- 
rious Apostles, Peter and Paul, and to her faith announced to 
men, coming down to us by the succession of bishops, we 
confound errorists of every kind : for with this Church (be- 
cause the city in which it is situated is the seat of the Roman 
empire) every Church must agree.”* Would you admit such 
a reason ? Substitute the words which explain the more power- 
ful principality of spiritual authority, and you will find the 
reasoning forcible and coherent. By referring to the tradition 
of the Roman Church founded by the Apostles, — to its faith 
perpetuated through the regular succession of its bishops, we 
confound all sectarists, because with this Church (on account 
of the supreme authority with which its Bishop is divinely 
invested ), every other Church must agree.” 


* “ Maxim® et antiquissim®, et omnibus cognitro, a gloriosissimis 
duobus apostolis Petro et Paulo fundat® et constitutes ecclesiee earn 
quam babet ab apostolis traditionem, et annuntiatam hominibus fidem 
per successiones episcoporum pervenientem usque ad nos indicantes, 
confundimus omnes eos qui quoque modo, vel per sibi placentia, vel 
vanam gloriam, vel per ceecitatem et malam sente ntiam, pr®terquam 
oportet colligunt. Ad hanc enim ecclesiam, propter potentiorem prin- 
cipalitatem necesse est omnem convenire ecclesiam, hoc est, eos qui 
sunt undique fideles : in qua semper ab his qui sunt undique, conservata 
est ea quee est ab apostolis traditio.” S. Iren. 1. iii. c. iii. 
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Though you are “not fond of resting any religious question 
on mere verbal criticism,” you cannot forbear observing that 
Irenaeus does not say : on account of “ its” more powerful 
principality, whence you conceive yourself authorized to infer 
that he referred to the principality of the city, not of the 
Church : as if when the relative is omitted, as is frequently 
done by writers in every language, what is said must be re- 
ferred, not to what immediately precedes, but to something not 
before spoken of in any way ! Few will be inclined to adopt this 
canon of interpretation. In the present instance the preposition 
propter determines the relation : for with this Church on ac- 
count of the more powerful principality every Church must 
agree : just as in the following chapter the Son of God is stated 
to have submitted to be born of a virgin, on account of the most 
extraordinary love towards his creatures.* As well might it be 
said that the love spoken of was not his love, because the rela- 
tive is wanting, as that, in the other instance, the powerful 
principality is not the principality of the Church. 

You think that the scope of Irenaeus, which was to refute 
the Gnostics, who boasted of wisdom superior to the Apostles, 
and of secret traditions, will serve to illustrate his meaning. 
“He had been employed,” you observe, “ in refuting the wild 
absurdities of the Gnostic heretics from the authority of Scrip- 
ture, and now he desires to put them down by the authority of 
tradition.” Undoubtedly; but he points to the tradition of the 
Roman Church especially, because the greatest of all Churches ; 
because with it all the genuine disciples of Christ every where 
had always harmonized ; and consequently its tradition, authori- 
tatively declared by its Bishop, was the solemn attestation of 
what the Apostles had originally taught. 

But you object that the Latin term “ convenio,”t used by 
the translator of Irenaeus, cannot be rendered to “ agree” with- 
out a want of grammatical accuracy, and that the idea conveyed 

* “ Qui propter eminentissimam erga figmentum suum dilectionem.* ' 
S. Irenffius, 1. iii. 4, p. 242. Edit. Col. Agrip. an. 1596. 

t “ Ad hanc enim ecclesiam propter potentiorem principalitatem 
necesse est omnern convenire ecclesiam.” lreneeus, supra. 
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by it would have no connexion with the argument. I refer 
the reader to the dictionaries, and to the note* for the meaning 
of the disputed term. If there were any ambiguity in the 
phrase, its meaning should be determined by the context, 
which necessarily expresses agreement, and not resort to the 
place, as will appear by the paraphrase according to this latter 
exposition. — “ To this Church, on account of the imperial do- 
minion, it is necessary that the whole Church, that is, the 
faithful from all quarters, should come up.” The greatness of 
the city might give occasion to some of the faithful to visit 
Rome, but it never could impose such a necessity on all. Nay, 
it was a circumstance in most cases unfavourable to their visit- 
ing it, because the public authority was there more vigilant, 
and more hostile to the Christian profession. You forget the 
times in which Irenaeus wrote, when persecution raged at 
Rome against the Church, and every successor of Peter was 
a martyr. Was the political pre-eminence of the city likely 
in such circumstances' to attract the clergy and the faithful of 
all the surrounding churches, to see its lowly and persecuted 
Bishop ? I am astonished at the fanciful conjectures which 
men seriously put forward to evade the force of a plain and 
powerful testimony. 

The fact which you allege to justify your interpretation of 
this passage, shall now be considered. During the lifetime 
of Irenaeus considerable excitement was occasioned in the 
churches of Asia, by an effort to bring them to conformity 
with the other churches of the world* in the observance of 
the Paschal festival. They were accustomed to celebrate it 

* Bishop Hopkins is not accurate in stating, that when convenio 
refers to place, it is usually followed by the accusative, but when to sen - 
iiment , as when it means to consent or agree, it generally takes the da- 
tive.” The nearest phrases I can find in the classical authors like that 
of lrenseus, are : “ Convenit optime ad pedem cothurnus,” and “ conve- 
nit ad eum hsec contumelia,” both found in Cicero, the former signify- 
ing “the boot fits the foot well,” the latter, “ this insult affects him.” 
It is probable that the translator adhered closely to the Greek idiom. 
The verb ravage gtt», to harmonize, is construed sometimes with 9r§or 
and the accusative. 
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on the same day as the Jews, whether that was Sunday or not, 
whilst the general practice was to celebrate it on the Sunday 
immediately following the vernal equinox. Councils were 
convened in various places, and the voice of all was unanimous, 
that uniformity should be insisted on. Irenaeus presided over 
a synod in Gaul, in the name of which a letter was directed 
to the Asiatic churches. A letter also was sent from the Ro- 
man synod, bearing the name of Victor the bishop. Poly- 
crates, at the head of several Asiatic bishops, undertook to 
justify the peculiar usage of his countrymen, in a letter 
which he addressed to Victor and to the Church of the Ro- 
mans. On the receipt of the letter, Victor resolved to separate 
from the communion of the Universal Church, the discordant 
churches of Asia and of the neighbouring provinces, whose 
obstinate adherence to this practice might eventually endanger 
the integrity of faith by a too close imitation of Judaical obser- 
vances. With this view he despatched letters to all his col- 
leagues, declaring, or threatening to declare — for the matter is 
doubtful — the recusant bishops aliens from ecclesiastical com- 
munion. To many of the bishops, who before had urged the 
necessity of uniformity, this severity seemed uncalled for and 
untimely. On this occasion Irenaeus wrote to the Pontiff a re- 
spectful remonstrance. He called to his recollection the mode- 
ration observed, on the same subject, by his predecessor 
Anicetus, who having vainly endeavoured to induce Polycarp, 
when he visited Rome, to abandon the peculiar practice of the 
Asiatic churches, wisely passed over this difference of usage, 
and treated his venerable guest with distinguished honour. 
These are the facts as related by Eusebius in his history.* I 
am pleased that you have referred to them by way of illustra- 
tion. The letter of Polycrates to Victor in justification of the 
Asiatic practice, shows that he recognised in the Bishop of 
Rome a special authority; for it does not appear that he 
deemed it necessary to justify his practice to the other bishops 
who had addressed him. The measures to which Victor re- 

* Euseb. 1. v. c. xxiii. xxiv 
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sorted, or threatened to resort, prove that he felt himself in- 
vested with power even over his colleagues in the episcopacy 
in the most distant parts, and that he had authority to punish, 
with the highest ecclesiastical censure, obstinate departure 
from the general discipline of the Church. The remon- 
strance of Irenaeus does not give the least indication of any 
usurpation of power by Victor, but is grounded solely on the 
inexpediency of exercising it in those circumstances. The ex- 
ample of Anicetus affords a splendid instance of the indulgence 
and forbearance of the Holy See, in points of a discretionary 
character, especially where personal merit recommends the 
advocacy of ancient usage. The unwillingness of Polycarp to 
relinquish a practice which he believed to have originally had 
the sanction of the Apostle St John, implies no resistance to 
the positive injunctions of a Superior, who had wisely confined 
himself to mere persuasion. 

The notion of supremacy which would require the abandon- 
ment of ancient national usages at the mere suggestion of the 
Pontiff, without the least expostulation, or representation of 
the inconveniences that might thence ensue, is a far more ex- 
alted view of it, than is entertained by the most devoted de- 
fenders of Papal authority. The Pontiffs themselves have 
generally — I might say, uniformly, manifested wise and en- 
larged views in regard to local usages, and have seldom 
threatened to enforce points of mere discipline by severe cen- 
sures, unless they perceived some danger to faith likely to re- 
sult from the want of uniformity. 

I agree with you, that the subject of this controversy was of 
no trifling importance. The practice of celebrating the resur- 
rection of our Lord, on one day of the week rather than ano- 
ther, was indeed in itself indifferent ; and the Apostle St John 
had wisely sanctioned its celebration in Asia on the very day on 
which the Jews celebrated their passover, in order to facilitate 
the transition from Judaism to Christianity, in places where the 
Jews were most numerous. In other portions of the Church, 
where this motive did not exist, the Sunday was chosen for its 
celebration, as the very day consecrated by his triumph over 
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death; and all coineidence with the Jewish observance was 
avoided, that it might be the more clearly understood, that the 
Mosaic rites had entirely passed away. As Christianity ad- 
vanced, the motives for indulgence towards the Jewish con- 
verts became fewer and less strong, and that toleration which 
the Apostles had extended to the ceremonial observances, was 
no longer necessary or expedient. Anicetus desired to see uni- 
formity prevail throughout the whole Christian Church, but re- 
spected the attachment of a venerable man to long established 
usage. At a later period Victor perceived that the practice was 
subject to great inconveniences, and not entirely free from the 
taint of error,* as some considered it an obligation of the Mosaic 
law : wherefore he judged that it was time to cut off the refrac- 
tory adherents to it from the general body of the Church. The 
entreaties and counsels of Irenaeus induced him to relent : but 
the event showed the wisdom and prudence which influenced 
Victor, as the Quartodecimans , or obstinate observers of this 
usage, were finally separated from the Church in the general 
Council of Nice. 

You advise us to try the experiment of acting as Polycarp 
did towards Anicetus. The counsel is needless. Every day 
bishops from various parts of the world, where usages pre- 
vail different in many respects from those most cherished by 
the Holy See, go to Rome, and are received by the Father 
of the faithful as brothers, with all the marks of ecclesiastical 
communion. Their remonstrances, their explanations, their 
defence of national practices, are heard with patience ; and even 
when the Pontiff earnestly desires and recommends conformity 
to the general law, he tolerates, with wise indulgence, the dis- 
crepancies which he cannot remove without a painful exercise 
of authority. 

In the language of Irenaeus, as understood by you, you think 
that you have found the solution of the mystery with which the 
question of Roman supremacy is connected. You “ do not 
wonder, that the very fact of this supremacy existing so long, 

* inpofofctio-tto-. Eusebius, loc. cit. 
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without any apparent support from the temporal power, should 
strike our imaginations as being almost conclusive evidence in 
its favour.” My judgment, at least, rests satisfied with the 
proof. I see thrones totter, and empires fall, where human 
wisdom and power promised perpetuity : but the “ better prin- 
cipality” of the successor of the fisherman survives, though 
assailed by all the power and malice of this world’s potentates. 
From Nero to Napoleon, what efforts have not been made for 
the annihilation of this undying sovereignty ! The Pontiffs of 
the three first centuries were, with scarcely an exception, vic- 
tims of pagan cruelty ; but, at the end of this fierce conflict, 
Constantine, as if struck with the superior majesty of the Vicar 
of Jesus Christ, leaves the imperial city to be the peaceful re- 
sidence of the humble Silvester. How often, since that time, 
have not the barbarian and the Christian entered in wrath into 
that city, — imprisoned or led captive its Bishop, and left him to 
pine away, or die in foreign dungeons ! And when we see the 
meek Pius come forth from his cell to be borne in triumph 
back to his capital, and now behold the humble Gregory, the 
successor of his office and his virtues, still governing with pa- 
ternal authority the Universal Church, are we not justified in 
concluding that this “ powerful principality” is different from 
all governments of human origin? “ Count over,” we say to 
you, with Augustin, “ the bishops, from the very See of Peter 
the Apostle, and see in that list of Fathers the succession of one 
to the other. This is the rock against which the haughty gates 
of hell cannot prevail.”* 

To account for the human origin of this power, you describe 
the greatness of Rome “ at the time when the Apostles, Peter 
and Paul, established the Church there ;” and you suppose, that 
in wealth, in numbers, and importance, it must soon have sur- 
passed all others. As great cities influence the whole nation, 
you infer that the Roman Church must have acquired a “ pri- 
macy of influence and consequence” over the other Churches. 
To illustrate this, you represent what would be the probable 


* Aug. P8. contra partem Donati. 
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consequence if, at the present day, missionaries to China should 
succeed in establishing Churches in several of the provinces, 
and subsequently in the capital, which would naturally absorb 
all solicitude, and practically become the centre and directing 
rule of missionary exertion. You would write to these mis- 
sionaries : 44 Be careful about union, and in all your proceed- 
ings consult together : but, especially, do nothing without con- 
sulting with your brethren of the capital ciiy. In order that 
the good cause should prosper, it is necessary that you should 
resort to the Church established there as often as you can; by 
reason of its most powerful principality, being the seat of go- 
vernment, and the very heart of the empire, the Church located 
there is the most important of the whole, and the brethren placed 
over it should have the chief direction in all your councils.” 
Compare your language with that of Irenaeus, and see 
whether it agree.* Your implied admission, that from the 
very commencement the Roman Church had a primacy of 
influence, and the chief direction in the Councils of ail the 
churches, is not without importance. To attribute it, how- 
ever, to the great influence of the Roman Bishop with the 
pagan emperors, praetors, and other officers who professed 
and exercised constant hostility to Christianity, is an hypothe- 
sis at variance with the roost certain facts of history. The ex- 
ample of that vast empire, controlled and kept in union by a 
single will, suggested, you suppose, the expediency of giving to 
the Roman Bishop a controlling power over all Christendom. 
The primitive Christians reasoned thus, in your opinion: 
“ Why not secure to the whole Church that order, and subor- 
dination, and peace, under a single earthly head, as the Lord’s 
vicegerent, which heathenism had brought, in the affairs of hu- 
man government, to such a marvellous system ? Should the 
hosts of Satan be better marshalled than the hosts of God ? 
Should one single will be felt and obeyed, to the remotest 
bounds of that mighty empire, and should not one single 
Church, which is the spouse of Christ, be much rather the 


* Supra, p. 67. 
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ruler and mistress through the whole of Christendom ? On such 
a plan, how much more union might be expected, how much 
more peace, how much less opportunity for heresy and false 
doctrine, and how much more glorious would be the victory of 
the Lord’s people, when they should appear to the heathen one 
mighty host, ‘ bright as the sun, fair as the moon, and terrible 
as an army with banners.’ That the best men of the primi- 
tive age, being accustomed to have this astonishing empire of 
the world continually before their eyes, might readily be led to 
contemplate the desirableness and practicability of a similar sys- 
tem in the Church, and that under this influence of their ha- 
bitual views they would find in Scriptures analogies, and even 
precepts, that they would lay hold on our Lord’s addresses to 
Peter, and begin to interpret them in favour of their ecclesias- 
tical empire -these, sir, are suppositions groundless in them- 
selves, injurious to the early professors and teachers of our 
faith, and far from aiding the cause they had been brought for- 
ward to sustain. For thus you virtually admit, that, even in 
the primitive ages, the Primacy of the Roman Bishop existed : 
that it implied authority and control, for otherwise it would not 
have anywise 'resembled the power of Caesar ; and that it was 
sustained by reference to Scriptural texts, though in your opin- 
ion it originated in the political pre-eminence of Rome, and in 
the admiration of the organization of its vast empire. You dis- 
cover this in “ the more powerful principality,” mentioned by 
Irenaeus, whilst we, with that primitive age, conceive that prin- 
cipality to be the institution of the wisdom of Him who wished 
that his Church should be a united kingdom — a compact body ; 
and we discover in its perpetuity the exercise of that power, 
against which the powers of darkness cannot prevail. How 
you can still pretend to place the Church of Rome at this day 
in contrast with the Church of Rome in the primitive age, is to 
me strange ; for though you may conceive human causes to have 
given occasion to the assertion of the Primacy, you own that it 
was then, as it is now, supposed to rest on the addresses of 
our Lord to Peter. Thus you admit conformity where you 
had pledged yourself to prove a contrast ; and you substitute a 
o* 
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human origin, of your own imagining, to the divine foundation 
of the Primacy, which, in common with the Church of the pre- 
sent day, the primitive Church believed. How rain are all 
the attempts of man to take away from the organization of the 
Chureh its divine character ! While Rome was the residence 
of the Csesars, God permitted the Church andher Chief Pastor to 
be constantly assailed by the Roman power ; and he caused the 
first Christian emperor, shortly after he had come to the know- 
ledge of faith, to remove the seat of empire to Byzantium, so that, 
in after ages, the privileges of the Roman Bishop might not be 
thought to have been the gifts of the civil power, or the acci- 
dental appendages of his office, derived from the city in which 
he presided. The secular origin of the Primacy is manifestly 
disproved, by the hostility to the Christian faith which the eivil 
power exercised whilst Rome was the capital : and by the utter 
improbability that the memory of its ancient grandeur could have 
been the foundation of its privileges, after a rival city had arisen, 
around which was gathered all that imperial munificence and 
power could collect or bestow. Rome, in the zenith of her 
glory, was the unrelenting enemy of the cross, and would lend no 
jewel to adorn the mitie of her Bishop ; in her fallen state, she 
could add no lustre to his crown. 


Note. — “ An Essay on the Invalidity of Presbyterian Ordination,” 
by John Eaten Cooke, M.D., published at Iiexington, Kentucky, in 1829, 
has come into my hands since this letter went to press. He quotes the 
testimony of Irensus, and gives a translation entirely conformable to 
mine on those points in which I have had occasion to dissent from Bishop 
Hopkins : “ With this Church, on account of its greater pre-eminence, 
it is necessary that every church should agree.” 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

Leaving those truly primitive witnesses of the faith once 
delivered to the saints, who either received it immediately from 
the Apostles, or were those faithful men to whom the precious 
deposit of Apostolic tradition was committed by the immediate 
disciples of the Apostles, we come to Tertullian, a priest of Car- 
thage, who lived at the close of the second and the beginning 
of the third century of our era. He is adduced by you as a 
witness, “ adverse to the Primacy,” although, in the very first 
extract from his writings, which you bring forward to support 
your position, you have the proof of that Primacy you are so 
willing to impugn. Contemporary with this writer lived cer- 
tain sectaries, who asserted that the Apostles did not know all 
things. This ardent defender of the ancient faith indignantly 
asks : “Was any thing hidden from Peter, who was called 
the rock on which the Church was to be built, and who obtain- 
ed the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and the power of loos- 
ing and binding in heaven and on earth ?* You deny that this 
passage contains the slightest allusion to the superiority of one 
Apostle over the other ; although you acknowledge that “ this 
Father seems to authorize our interpretation of the passages of 
Scripture. To deprive us of his authority in this point, you 
wish him to be heard in explanation, and with this view you 
quote a long passage from his work “ On Chastity,” written, 

* Tert. de Prces. § xxii. “ Latuit aliquid Petrum, aedificand© Eccle- 
site petram dictum, claves regni crolorum consecutum, et solvendi et al- 
ligandi in ccelis et in terris potestatem ? P. 238, Ed. Lut. 
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as you acknowledge, after he had become a follower of Monta- 
nu8. For this eloquent apologist of Christianity, and defender 
of the Church, was so far influenced by the severity of his dis- 
position as to exclude from pardon those who were guilty of 
adultery and other grievous crimes, however penitent they 
might appear. To oppose this rising error, the Bishop of Rome 
published a decree, by which such sinness were declared ad- 
missible to penance and forgiveness. On this occasion Tertul- 
lian wrote his work “On Chastity,” in which he says: — “I 
hear that an edict has been published, and, indeed, a peremp- 
tory one : namely, the ‘ Bishop of bishops,’ which is equivalent 
to the ‘ Sovereign Pontiff,’* proclaims: I pardon the sins of adul- 
tery and fornication, to such as do penance.t” Endeavouring 
to prove that the power of the keys was given to Peter alone, 
and was not communicated to his successors, he says:— “ now I 
ask your own sentiment, whence do you claim this power for 
the Church? If because the Lord said to Peter, 4 on this rock I 
will build my Church: to thee I have given the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven, or whatsoever thou shalt bind or loose upon 
earth, shall be bound or loosed in heaven,’ thou presumest, on 
that account, that the power of loosing and binding has come 
down to thee ; that is, to the whole Church allied to Peter — 
who art thou that overturnest and changest the manifest inten- 
tion of the Lord, who conferred this on Peter personally : On 
thee, he says, I will build my Church, and to thee I will give 
the keys, not to the Church, and whatsoever thou shalt bind or 
loose, not what they shall bind or loose.”:): Here Tertullian is 
manifestly with us, as far as regards the rock, which he iden- 
tifies with Peter, and the power of the keys, which he main- 

* “ Pontifex, scilicet, max^mus, quod est Episoopus episeoportun.” 
This is an inversion not unusual in Tertullian. The title which the Pope 
assumed was “ Bishop of bishops but Tertullian says that it is equivalent 
to “ Sovereign Pontiff,” a title as yet exclusively applied to the pagan 
high priest. Bishop Hopkins translates it : “the pontiff, namely, the 
ohief, which means the Bishop of bishops !” 

t Tertullian, 1. de pudioitia, p. 715. Edit. Lutetie, 1641. 

t Ibid. p. 763u 
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tains to have been the exclusive privilege of Peter. He denies, 
indeed, that this power descended to the successors of Peter, 
but does not question the succession itself, which he admits, by 
calling the Bishop of Rome 44 Apostolic.”* His denial of the 
inheritance of Peter’s power of forgiveness by Peter’s suc- 
cessor, arose from his attachment to an error, condemned by 
one of them, and, consequently, loses ail weight, since it 
must be regarded as the rejection of a power by which the 
error, which Tertullian defended, was proscribed. In the de- 
fence of a false principle, it cannot surprise us that he advanced 
erroneous interpretations of Scripture ; and hence his authority, 
in other respects imposing, has no weighty when he becomes 
an avowed partisan of ascertained error. The partial exposi- 
tions of Holy Writ, put forward by a writer in such circum- 
stances, will often be found in contradiction with those of the 
same writer at other times. Thus Tertullian, in his work 
called “ Scorpiace,” extends to the Church, through Peter, and 
even to every member of it who may confess Christ, as he did, 
what he here explains of Peter, personally and exclusively. 
44 For if,” says he, 44 you still think that heaven is shut, re- 
member that the Lord here left its keys to Peter, and through 
him to the Church.”t 

The following attempt of Tertullian to explain the power of 
the keys of the personal acts of Peter, shows much ingenuity, 
vainly employed, to evade die force of the Scriptural proof 
brought against his error. He maintains, that the event cor- 
responds with his explanation of the promise : 44 For so even 
the event teaches. On him the Church was built: that is, 
through him : he first used the key : see what key : 4 Ye men 
of Israel, hear what I say: Jesus of Nazareth, destined for you 
by God.’ He finally opened the avenue of the celestial king- 
dom, through Christian baptism, by which the sins before bound 


* Tertullian, I. de pudicitia, p. 763. 

t 44 Nam et si adhuc clausum putas coelum, memento claves ejus hie 
Dominum Petro, et per eum Ecclesiro reliquisse.” Scorpiace, p. 028. 
Ed. Lutetiie, an. 1641. 
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fast are loosed, and what was not loosed, according to true sal- 
vation, are bound fast; and he bound Ananias with the chain of 
death, and loosed the lame man from his infirmity.”* * * § I need 
not labour much to convince you, or the reader, that the cure 
of the lame man was no exercise whatever of the power of loos- 
ing or binding. The key which Peter is said to have given the 
Jews, by pointing out Jesus of Nazareth, will scarcely be 
thought to be one of those keys of the kingdom of heaven which 
Christ promised him. Every one sees that this is an allego- 
rical and forced explanation. The opening of the avenue to 
heaven by baptism cannot be considered as the exclusive pre- 
rogative of Peter, and the mere precedency in its administration 
does not adequately fulfil the strong and splendid promises of 
Christ. Peter is not merely a foundation, but a rock, a strong 
and permanent foundation : the keys given him are those of a 
kingdom, the emblems of sovereignty : he binds and looses, in 
a manner peculiar and extraordinary. 

Tertullian is more correct in considering the judgment of 
Peter in the Council of Jerusalem, as an exercise of that autho- 
rity to bind and loose, which our Lord had given him : “Also,” 
says he, “ in the controversy, whether the law should be observ- 
ed or not, Peter, first of all, impelled by the Spirit, and having 
spoken of the call of the nations, t said : « Now why do you 
tempt the Lord by imposing a yoke on the brethren, which 
neither we nor our fathers were able to bear ? But by the grace 
of Jesus, we believe that we shall be saved, even as they. 
This sentence^ both loosed the things of the law, that were 
laid aside, and bound those that were retained.’ ”§ This acute 
African was too devoted to his favourite error to admit that the 


* L. de pudicitia, p. 743. 

t “ De nationum vocatione preefatus.” Bishop H. renders it : u fore- 
told the calling of the nations.” 

t Hffic sententia.” Bishop H. translates it 11 opinion j” but an opin- 
ion neither looses nor binds : it plainly means here, judgment, decree, 
sentence. 

§ Tertul. de pudic. p. 743. 
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power to bind and loose extended to the remission of the most 
grievous sins. His testimony, then, even after he had passed 
to the sect of Montanus, shows that the passages of Scripture 
were by him, as well as by the Bishop of Rome, and Catholics 
in general, understood of Peter ; and though he and the secta- 
rists wished to restrict their meaning to Peter personally, the 
Bishop of Rome claimed, in virtue of them, to be “ Bishop of 
bishops,” and to inherit the powers of Peter, and the Ca- 
tholic world admitted those claims. A modern apologist of the 
Anglican church has had the ingenuousness to acknowledge, 
that “ in the time of Tertullian, whose life extended into the 
third century, a considerable advance had plainly been made by 
the See of Rome, in the claim of the Primacy, inasmuch as he 
calls the Bishop of that Church the Supreme Pontiff, and dis- 
tinguishes him with the authoritative title of 1 Bishop of 
bishops.’— 4 He supposes the rock to mean Peter : but he 
carefully restricts the character to Peier as an individual; he 
deems the privilege to be altogether personal ; and he flatly 
denies, that it can be construed as belonging to what then began 
to be esteemed Peter’s Church.”* You are displeased at this 
admission ; you “ leave it to our candour to say, whether Ter- 
tullian does not apply these titles rather in irony than in sober 
allowance;” and you contend that “he had no idea of doing 
honour to the Bishop of Rome, but the contrary.” I freely con- 
cede that he used the titles in a spirit of bitterness and sarcasm, 
because the edict of the Pontiff was directed against his favourite 
error; but had the Bishop of Rome claimed no superiority over 
other bishops, there would have been no ground whatever for 
applying to him these titles. He was acknowledged by Ca- 
tholics to be “ the Bishop of bishops,” and Tertullian durst 
not question his superiority, though in anger he remarks, that 
such a title is equivalent to the name hitherto applied only to 
the heathen priest. You say, “ every metropolitan bishop who 
had bishops under him, might be called a chief pontiff, and a 
bishop of bishops ;” but the usage of the Church has not given 

* Faber's Difficulties of Romanism. Note, p. 261. Phil. Ed. 
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to metropolitans this latter appellation, and the former does not 
appear to have been given to the Bishop of Rome, except sar- 
castically by Tertullian : “ None of us,” says Cyprian, “ makes 
himself bishop of bishops,”* 

We can easily withstand the force of Tertullian’s authority 
as to the restriction of the powers to Peter, when it is granted 
that he, though at that time a declared adversary of Peter’s 
successor, admitted Peter to be the rock, and that it was also 
admitted and believed that the Church of Rome was Peter’s 
Church.t Catholics and Montanists agreed on these two 
points, and the transmission of the power of forgiveness was 
only called in question because it was exercised with greater 
lenity than suited the severe disposition of Tertullian. How 
you can cite him as a witness that the spiritual supremacy of 
the Church of Rome was not the doctrine of his age, even in 
the Church of Rome itself, is to me surprising, since he testifies 
that the Bishop of that Church was Bishop of bishops — that he 
issued an absolute peremptory decree, { — that as successor of 
Peter he claimed the powers granted to this Apostle, — and that 
the Roman Church was the Church of Peter ! This then was 
the doctrine of the Church of Rome, and of the Catholic 
Church generally, whilst the error which denied the transmis- 
sion of the power was rejected, with Montanism whence it 
sprung, by the judgment of the Catholic world. 

The fact of the succession of the Roman Bishop to Peter, 
was not denied by Tertullian, even after he had suffered his 
mind to be bewildered by the vagaries of Montanus. He still 
called him “ Apostolic,” and regretted that his authority had 
been employed against the sect, under the influence, as he 
alleged, of Praxeas, whereby the peace of the churches of Asia 
and Phrygia was prevented, which would have been restored 


* Cone. Carthag. de rebapt. p. 339. Operum Cyp. Ed. Bas. 1521. 
t " Ad omnem Ecclesiam Petri propinquam.” Tertul. ib. 
t “ Audio etiam edictum esse propositum, et quidem peremptorium, 
Pontifex scilicet maximus, quod est, episcopus episcoporum edicit.” 
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by the approbation of the prophecies of Montanus, Prisca, and 
Maximilla.* In earlier and better days Tertnllian was the 
loud assertor of that succession, and boldly challenged secta- 
riste to exhibit any thing bearing a like weight of authority : 
“ Let them then give us the origin of their churches : let them 
unfold the series of their bishops, coming down from the be- 
ginning in succession, so that the first bishop was appointed 
and preceded by any of the Apostles, or of Apostolic men, 
provided he persevered in communion with the Apostles. For 
in this way the Apostolic Churches exhibit their origin, as the 
Church of Smyrna relates that Polycarp was placed there by 
John ; as the Church of Rome likewise relates that Clement 
was ordained by Peter ; and in like manner the other churches 
show those who were constituted bishops by the Apostles, and 
made conservators of the Apostolic seed. Let heretics feign 
any thing like this !”t 

According to your own avowal, Tertullian u admits the ap- 
plication of the term 1 rock’ to Peter but you err in stating 
that in this he differs from the other Fathers, for I shall have 
occasion to prove to you that it is the general explanation 
given by these venerable men. His observation that by the 
knife of stone employed in circumcision we may understand 
the precepts of Christ by which our hearts are circumcised, 
“ because Christ is proclaimed the rock in many ways and 
under many figures, is evidently an allegorical exposition, 
having no force whatever as an illustration of the text, and not 
at all weakening his literal interpretation of the rock spoken 
of by Christ, as the foundation on which he would build his 
Church. The very passage which you quote from his work 
against Marcion, is immediately followed by the declaration 

* Tertul. adv. Praxeam sub initium. 

t Tert. de proescr. heer. “ Edant ergo originem ecclesiarum suarum : 
e roly ant ordinem episcoporum suorum, ita per successiones ab initio 
decurrentem, ut primus ille episcopus aliquem ex apostolis — habuerit 
auctorem et antecessorem. — Sicut Romanorum (eeclesia) Clementem 
a Petro ordinatum — Confingant tale aliquid hsretici. 

t Tertullian adv. Jud&os, p. 218. 
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that Christ called Peter a rock, choosing to communicate to 
him his own appellation rather than to use any term not applied 
to himself. I regret that you have withheld from your readers 
the following sentence, with which the passage concludes, and 
which illustrates so clearly the meaning of the author : “ There- 
fore he preferred to give a name to the dearest of his disciples 
from among the figures which regarded himself, than from 
those which were not applied to himself.” 41 Having asked 
the question why Simon was designated Peter, he says : “ If 
to express the vigour of his faith, many substances of a solid 
nature would present a suitable figure derived from their own 
special quality.” He rejects this reason as unsatisfactory, and 
asks : “ was it because Christ himself was styled both a rock 
and a stone ? since we read that he was placed as a stone of 
offence and a rock of scandal ; to pass over other passages in 
which the same terms are applied to him.” In this Tertullian 
acquiesces, and says, that Peter was styled a rock, because 
Christ was styled a rock, the Lord vouchsafing to communicate 
peculiarly to this most favoured disciple the name which in a 
figurative sense was applied to himself, as having a more in- 
timate reference to himself, and being better calculated to ex- 
press the gifts of Peter, than other figurative expressions bor- 
rowed from objects not referred to Christ, t He does not, then, 

* u Itaque adfectavit caHssimo discipulorum de figuris suis pecu- 
liariter nomen communicare, puto propius quam de non suis.” Tertul. 
adv. Marcion, 1. iv. p. 520. 

t Ibidem. “ Bed et cur Petrum ? Si ob vigorem fidei, multce materire 
solid ©que nomen de suo accommodarent. An quia et petra, et lapis 
Christus ? Siquidem et legimus positum eum in lapidem offendiculi et 
in petram scandali. Omitto cetera. Itaque adfectavit carissimo disci- 
pulorum,” etc. Some curious mistakes are observable in the translation 
of Bishop Hopkins : “ But why Peter ? If on account of the vigour of his 
faith, there are many and solid arguments which would accommodate 
this name to him ?” He ends his version by the words : “ I omit other 
matters,” but the author means : “ I omit other passages of Scripture.” 
The “ solid© materi©” are not solid arguments, but substances such as a 
pillar, or any other object which might have afforded a figurative ex- 
pression. 
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as you conceive, “ leave the question without seeming at all 
conscious that Peter could be called a stone by reason of the 
whole Church being built upon him,” for he expressly declares 
that, were the object of the Redeemer merely to signify the 
strength of his faith, he could have found many images calcu- 
lated for that purpose, but he was pleased to communicate his 
own name peculiarly, that as he himself was called the rock, 
Peter might be designated a rock likewise: — “the rock on 
which the Church was to be built,” as Tertullian elsewhere 
expresses it: — “ Petrum aedificandae ecclesiae petram dictum.”* 

I know not why you have quoted the passage from his “ Ex- 
hortation to Chastity,” wherein he argues against second mar- 
riages, because one who has been twice married is not eligible 
to the priesthood. In his anxiety to sustain the error of Mon- 
tanus, he says that laymen also are priests, that the distinction 
between the clergy and laity has been established by the 
Church, and that the laity can baptize and perform other 
sacerdotal functions, when no priest is to be had. Are these, 
sir, your sentiments ? or have they any thing to do with the 
question now before us? Again, I beg to remind you, that 
whatever is advanced in support of an exploded error, carries 
with it no authority. 

When Tertullian, writing against Mareion, asks : “ What 
key had the doctors of the law, but the interpretation of the 
law?” he speaks of the Jewish doctors, who in virtue of their 
office and profession, might be said to have the key of know- 
ledge, but who, nevertheless, as he subjoins, “ neither advanced 
to understand it, nor suffered others to approach.”! It is surely 
unwarrantable to apply to a controverted text of Scripture a 
figurative expression used by an author, two centuries after- 
wards, without the least reference to the text in question. He 
speaks of the key of knowledge : “ clavem agnitionis habens :f” 
Christ promised to Peter the keys of the kingdom of heaven. 

* Tertullian de press. heBr. 

i Tertul. adv. Mareion, 1. iv. p.549. Ed. Lutetios, 444, in the edition 
used by Bishop Hopkins. 

X Ibid. 
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The passage, wherein the author says that every confessor 
of the faith will carry with him the keys of heaven, which “ the 
Lord left to Peter, and through him to the Church,” is one of 
the numberless instances in which the Fathers, supposing the 
literal sense as well known, take occasion to recommend virtue 
by a moral application of the text. Protestant critics, and all 
conversant with the writings of the Fathers, know, as Gerard 
remarks, that even “ when they stick to the literal sense, they 
study not so much to determine it with accuracy, as to ac- 
commodate the most obvious meaning to their subject, or to 
apply it to practical purposes in a rhetorical manner.”* Thus 
Tertullian says : “ Know that the ascent to heaven has been 
rendered smooth by the footsteps of the Lord, and that its 
entrance has been thrown open by the power of Christ, and 
that Christians will meet with no delay, and be subject to no 
examination at its threshold, since they have not there to be 
distinguished, but they are merely to be recognised, and are not 
to be questioned, but admitted ; for if you think that heaven is 
still shut, call to mind that the Lord here left its keys to Peter, 
and through him to the Church, which keys every one who 
is here questioned, and who confesses the faith, will bring 
along with him.”t The author here applies to the confession 
of the faith and martyrdom, what in its literal and obvious 
meaning must be understood of power peculiarly granted to 
Peter, as he himself elsewhere declares.^ You say that we 
have in this and other passages “ an interesting variety in the 
idea;” but candour will also force you to avow, that the 
mystical interpretations, in which this variety is found, must 
be corrected or explained by those passages of the author in 
which the literal sense is clearly pointed out. You furnish us 
with a splendid testimony in favour of the authority of the 
Roman Church, the depositary of the doctrine and power of 
Peter : “ Come then,” says Tertullian, in the passage which 
you quote, “ you who wish to exercise your curiosity to more 

* Gerard, 669. t Tertullian Scorpiace, p. 628. 

t Tertul. 1. de pudicitia, p. 743, supra cit. 
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advantage in the affair of salvation, go through the Apostolic 
Churches, in which the very chairs of the Apostles continue 
aloft in their places, in which their very original letters are 
recited, sounding forth the voice, and representing the counte- 
nance of each one. Is Achaia near you ? You have Corinth. 
If you are not far from Macedon, you have Philippi, you have 
Thessalonica. If you can go to Asia, you have Ephesus. If 
you are near Italy, you have Rome, whence authority is at 
hand for us. How happy is this Church to which the Apostles 
poured forth their whole doctrine with their blood ! where 
Peter is assimilated to the Lord in his martyrdom: where 
Paul is crowned with a death like that of John : where John 
the Apostle, after he had been dipped in boiling oil without 
suffering injury, is banished to the island : let us see what 
this Church learned, what she taught, what she professed in 
her symbol in common with the African churches.”* You 
say that there is not in this testimony “ any thing that looks like 
the Roman Church having a superior authority !” What, then, 
is the meaning of the words, that “ from thence authority was 
at hand” for Tertullian and his fellow believers in Africa? 
Why does he pass rapidly over the other churches founded by 
the Apostles, preserving still their chairs, and their epistles, and 
when he has reached the Roman Church pause, exclaim in 
raptures, how happy is she in possessing the abundant treasure 
of Apostolic doctrine, and appeal to her tradition, to her teach- 

* “ Si autem I tali® adjaces, habes Romam, unde nobis quoque autho- 
ritas prsesto est. Ista quam felix ecclesia, cui totam doctrinam apos- 
toli cum sanguine suo profuderunt: ubi Petrus passioni Dominic® 
admqustur : ubi Paulus Joannis exitu coronatur : ubi apostolus Joannes 
posteaquam in oleum igneum demersus, nihil passus est, in insulam 
relegatur : videamus quid didicerit, quid docuerit, cum Africanis quoque 
ecclesiis contesserarit.” The translation used or given by Bishop Hop- 
kins is any thing but correct : “ where Peter was made equal to the en- 
durance of the passion of his Lord, where Paul was crowned (with 
martyrdom) at the exile of John : where the Apostle John was afterwards 
plunged into boiling oil, and suffering nothing, was banished to an island. 
Let us see, too, what one might learn, what he might teach, when he 
should also have compared his symbol with the churches of Africa.” 

H* 
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ing, to her solemn profession of faith, in which she was the 
guide of the African churches, her doeile children ? Could we 
say more in her praise ? Need we claim for her higher pre- 
rogative ? She is the Church whose symbol is the great watch- 
word of faith, and with which the African churches harmonize, 
“ because with her, on account of her more powerful princi- 
pality,” as Irenaeus has already taught us, “ every church must 
agree.” 

I shall not interfere with your vindication of Tertullian from 
the charge of Montanism. The extracts already given show 
his sentiments on monogamy, the pardon of penitent adulterers, 
and the prophecies of Montanus, Priscilla and Maximilla. It 
remains only to advert to his celebrated maxim, which you 
quote : “ What is first, is true ; and what is subsequent, is 
adulterated.” Listen now to its application from himself: 
“ Since it is evident, that what is true is first, that what is first 
is from the beginning, that what is from the beginning is from 
the Apostles, it also must be equally manifest, that what is held 
sacred in the Apostolic Churches must have been delivered by 
the Apostles. Let us see with what milk the Corinthians were 
fed by Paul ; according to what standard the Galatians were re- 
formed ; and what instructions were given to the Philippians, 
Thessalonians, and Ephesians ; what also the Romans proclaim 
in our ears, they to whom Peter and Paul left the Gospel sealed 
with their blood.”* You may remark, that the appeal to the 
other churches chiefly regards the Apostolic letters directed to 
them, whilst the faith of Rome, as loudly proclaimed, is spe- 
cially referred to ; for by its tradition coming down unchanged, 
by the succession of bishops, from its glorious founders, all 
errorists and sectarists are confounded. 


* Tertullian, 1. iv. adv. Marcionem, p. 505. “ Quid etiam Romani 
de proximo sonent, quibus evangelium et Petrus et Paulus sanguine 
quoque suo signatum reliquerunt.” 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

It is a rule of sound criticism, that, where positive docu- 
ments in proof of any fact exist, the argument which is derived 
from the silence of some individual should not easily be re- 
ceived. This species of negative argument has no weight but 
in the absence, or deficiency, of positive proof, and when the 
silence can in no way be accounted for, except by supposing 
that the fact had no existence. As we have abundant positive 
evidence of the Primacy, you might have dispensed with this 
uncertain and unsatisfactory line of argumentation. You, ne- 
vertheless, devote a whole chapter to “ the testimony” of Cle- 
ment of Alexandria, though you avow that “ it is purely nega- 
tive.” To you it appears decisive ; because, had the Primacy 
been then admitted, Clement “ could not,” you say, “ have 
. avoided a plain statement of the fact, or, at least, some intelligi- 
ble allusions to it.” It should be recollected, that several of his 
works, mentioned by the ancients, are no longer extant, so that 
it cannot be asserted, with certainty, that he did not in any Way 
treat of the Primacy. In his Hypotyposes , a work which is 
lost, but of which Eusebius has preserved some fragments, he 
carefully distinguished Cephas, whom Paul reproved at Anti- 
och, from the Apostle Peter.* In his Stromata , or Miscella- 
nies, which are still extant, he speaks of his instructors, who 
44 guarded with care the genuine tradition of Apostolic doctrine, 
which, as children from their parents, they had received in un- 


* Eusebius, 1. i. hist. c. xii- 
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interrupted succession from the holy Apostles, Peter, James, 
John and Paul.”* * * § The precedency of Peter, so remarkable 
here, and generally in the Scriptures and Fathers, shows the 
harmony of Clement on this point with all antiquity. This 
work, as well as such other of his works as are extant, is chiefly 
directed to confound the Gentiles, Jews, and pseudo-Gnostics, 
and to set forth the character of the true Gnostic or Christian. 

It is not wonderful, therefore, that the organization of the 
Church should not be developed in them, nor the relative powers 
of its prelates determined. The passage which you adduce 
from the seventh book is irrelevant, for nothing is said in it 
which can warrant any inference against the Primacy. Treat- 
ing of an objection urged against Christians by Jews and Gen- 
tiles, derived from the discordance of Christian sects, he re- 
torted on them, and referred to the divisions which were found 
in Judaism and paganism.t He afterwards observed, that “ we 
must not, on account of the dissentions, transgress the eccle- 
siastical rule,’ and that those who desire, can find out truth, 
which is capable of proof and demonstration. This being the 
case, “ the questions must be examined, and from the Scriptures 
themselves we must learn demonstratively how the heresies 
have fallen away, and how in truth alone, and in the ancient 
Church, is most accurate knowledge.”§ On this you remark, 
that the ancient Church signifies here, as in Irenseus and Ter- 
tullian, the Church as it was first planted, without distinction . 
of place, or of one Apostle over another. You know, how- 
ever, that Irenseus speaks specially and distinctly of the Church, 

“ founded by the most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul and 
that Tertullian likewise makes distinct reference to it. Clement 
speaks of the same Chureh, since, in the passage which you 
have quoted, he says, that it is easy to prove that heretical con- 


* Clemens Alex. 1. i. Strom, p. 17. 

t Strom. 1. vii. § xv. p. 511. Ed. Wirceb. 

t lb. p. 513. 8T»ff KCU Mftfltc XfltTflt /UUlfiVeL TgOITOr TOt E*Kh)trictrtM.9V 
iTA£ct0dLtv fir irportiKit xam<t- 

§ lb. 1. vii. p. 755, p. 517. Edit. Wirceb. 
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venticles are posterior, in point of time, to the Catholic Church,* 
from the very fact that the ministry of Paul was consummated 
under Nero, whilst Basilides broached his heresy only under 
the elder Antonine, — Glaucias, who was an interpreter of Peter, 
having been his teacher, and “ Simon Magus himself having 
listened for a time to the preaching of Peter.” The reference 
to these Apostles especially, rather than to St John, who sur- 
vived both, shows that the ancient Church, of which Clement 
treats, is that which was founded by these Apostles, and was 
guided by their doctrine. The churches of all Christendom 
were in communion with the Church of Rome, and formed that 
one ancient and Catholic Church, which was prior to all here- 
sies. “ This being the fact,t it is clear,” continues the author, 
“ from the most ancient and true Church, that these later here- 
sies, and such as are still more recent, are marked as innova^ 
tions of spurious origin. From what has been said, I think it 
manifest that the true Church is one, that which is truly an- 
cient, in which are enrolled those who are just, according to 
the divine purpose.” The two following sentences are omit- 
ted in your quotation, but serve to show how essential unity 
was deemed by Clement: “for as there is one God and one 
L«ord, on this account what is highly venerable is praised for 
unity, being the imitation of the principle which is one. The 
one Church is, then, associated with the nature of the one Be- 
ing, which Church heresies endeavour to divide into many.J 
In its essence, therefore, in its conception, in its principle, and, 
by reason of its excellence^ we say, that there is one only an- 
cient and Catholic Church, gathering together into the unity of 
the one faith, according to her own covenants, or rather, ac- 
cording to the one covenant, at different times, by the counsel 

* Strom. 1. vii, § xv. p. 539. 

t ovtuc i^oyray* " Qu® cum ita habeant.” Bishop Hopkins trans- 
lates it : “ which things if they were so !* § ’ 

t yuy 'n iyoc <pv?u <rvyx\)i£Hrcu ExxAx?** » /urn, »v us wexxxc 
xnTATf^ri/r @tct£oyrtu mi f to- us • Stromat. 1. vii. p. 539. 

§ x*t«i w vroTAinf, xatT« r$ iartycictY, xsit« rt **** ** 

•fo***. P.538. 
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of the one God, and through the one Lord, those who are al- 
ready preordained, whom God predestined, having known, be- 
fore the foundation of the world, that they would be just. And 
the eminence of the Church, as well as the principle of its con- 
struction, is from unity, surpassing all other things, and having 
nothing like or equal to it.”* He adds, that “ as the doctrine 
of all the Apostles was the same, so likewise their tradition.! 
Though in this long and beautiful passage, the Primacy of Peter 
is neither asserted nor denied, the unity of the Church is re- 
presented so forcibly, that I am glad you quoted it. Of that 
unity Peter was the guardian ; but the mention of this was not 
so well calculated to convince or confound heretics, as to object 
to them the notorious fact of their recent origin. The silence 
of Clement on the supremacy of Peter is therefore easily under- 
stood, and perfectly reconcilable with his admission of that doc- 
trine. We often use a similar argument against innovators, as 
we are sensible that the authority of the Holy See can be effec- 
tually employed only against those who already admit it. The 
very antiquity of a doctrine forms a presumption in its favour, 
not to be removed, unless by positive evidence of its origin at 
a period subsequent to the Apostolic age. We say then, with 
Clement, that the ancient Church is the only true Church, and 
that the fact of the posterior origin of the sects, is at once the 
refutation of all their claims. You observe, that “ he refers this 
unity to its substance, its knowledge, its beginning, its excel- 
lency, and to the unity of the faith, as handed down to the 
Apostles.” If you mean to insinuate that he admits any di- 
versity of doctrine, and limits unity to some points of high im- 
portance, you mistake his meaning, since he complains of here- 
sies, as violently endeavouring to divide into many parts that 
Church, whose unity is an emblem of the unity of God. When 
he says, that it is one in substance, it is, as the Latin interpre- 


* P.540, x*i » w *** 

VVTO tfftur, KCLTA W jXO tTtt f V«fTC(. T* £*§ gfUhKWMy Mi 

iXovrtt o/uotor » Ivor btvTj. 

t Ibid. 
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ter has rendered it, in essence, that is, essentially one. The term 
gives no ground whatever for understanding it of unity on some^ 
particular points. When he adds, that it is one in idea, or con- 
ception, he speaks of the idea which we necessarily conceive of 
it, according to its divine institution. In saying that it is one 
in its principle, he means God, from whom it emanates, of 
whose unity it is an imitation.* It is finally one in excellence, 
for it far surpasses all human institutions, none of which, whe- 
ther they be the conventicles of sects, or civil establishments, 
presents any thing equal, or like this divine institution* 44 Con- 
fingant tale aliquid haeretici !” 

Availing yourself of the figure of the key which Clement uses, 
you assert, that “ it is manifest that Clement regards the keys 
in the sense which Tertullian recognises, namely, the interpre- 
tation of Scripture.” I have already shown that Tertullian did 
not at all speak of the keys of the kingdom of heaven given to 
Peter, when he used the figure of a key, but spoke of the Jew- 
ish doctors, who, not having the key of knowledge, did not in- 
terpret the Scripture correctly. Figurative expressions being 
applicable to an infinite variety of objects, of the most dissimilar 
nature, it is not at all warrantable to apply to one object what 
may have been said of another, merely because the same meta- 
phor is applied to both. It is inconsistent with every rule of 
sound interpretation, to explain the Scriptural texts by passages 
of the Fathers, having no relation whatever to them, except the 
accidental employment of a similar metaphor, for purposes 
widely different. Clement says that, 44 the Gnostic alone,”— 
by which term he understands the enlightened Christian,— 
44 who had grown old in the study of the Scriptures, and had pre- 
served the Apostolical and ecclesiastical rule of correct dogmas, 
lives properly according to the Gospel ;”t and he warns his 
readers , 44 that we must not imitate the followers of heresy, and 


t 

TW. 


u fAtfAMfx* /u/ac.” P.538. 
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adulterate truth, or steal away the rule of the Church ;”* after 
which h$ thus introduces the figure to which you have made re- 
ference : “ those, then, who are imbued with impious princi- 
ples, and deliver them to others, and who employ the divine 
words, not properly, but in a perverse manner, neither enter 
themselves into the kingdom of heaven, nor suffer those whom 
they deceive to come to the knowledge of the truth. But they 
themselves not having the key of entrance, but a false key, and, 
as is usually said, an anti-key, by means of which, not being 
able to raise up the veil, as we who enter in by means 
of the tradition of the Lord, they cut down the side door, and 
clandestinely break through the wall of the Church, passing over 
the truth, become the initiators of the spirit of the impious.”t 
Here Clement speaks of divine tradition as the key to the di- 
vine Scriptures, for the want of which heretics cannot raise the 
veil ; wherefore they rush forward, trampling under foot reveal- 
ed truth, and breaking down the wall of Church authority. Who 
can hence infer, that when Christ promised to Peter the keys 
of his kingdom, with power of binding and loosing, he meant 
no more than the tradition by which Scripture might be ex- 
plained ? 

No note of distinction among the Apostles, as you observe, 
is added by Clement in the passage which you quote from the 
fourth book of the Stromata , wherein he speaks of the Apos- 
tles : but this is not surprising, for even we, when we have 
occasion to speak of the Apostles in common, are not accustom- 
ed to distinguish Peter from the other members of the Apostolic 
college. A striking distinction was made by our Redeemer 
himself, in the text which Clement thus refers to, and which 
you have passed over in your quotation : “ Martyrdom, then, 
seems to be the purification of sins with glory. The shepherd 
.(Hennas) says particularly : “You will escape the fangs of the 
wild beast, if your heart be pure and faultless ; but even the Lord 
himself says : Satan has sought you, to sift you : but I have 


* »/« fint xxirrm to t xetnnt P.636, 

t P. 538. fAvrxymyot n*c ctnC** 4 
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prayed. The Lord, therefore, alone drank the chalice, for the 
purification of those men who laid snares for him, and*of unbe- 
lievers : in imitation of whom the Apostles, as being truly Gnos- 
tics and perfect men, suffered for the Churches which they 
founded.”* It is manifest that Clement treats of the martyrdom 
of the Apostles, and not of their official character or relative 
powers : consequently, there was no reason why he should dis- 
tinguish Peter from the rest. As to the epithets “ good,” “ no- 
ble,” “ divine,” which Clement applies to Paul, they afford no 
ground for calling the Primacy of Peter in question. Both 
Apostles might receive these appellations without prejudice to 
truth, or to the higher prerogative of Peter ; and if they happen 
Hot to be applied to this Apostle, the circumstance is too trivial 
to offer even the shadow of an argument. 

The writings of Clement, which are extant, contain then no- 
thing whatever against the Primacy, and much in confirmation 
of the authority of the one ancient, Apostolic, and only true 
Church. The loss of his other works, especially his Hypoty- 
poses, is to be regretted, as, from fragments quoted by Euse- 
bius and John Moschus, we learn, that in them he stated the * 
distinction between Cephas the disciple and Peter, and nar- 
rated that Christ baptized Peter alone, t and that Peter baptized 
Andrew : also that Peter sanctioned the Gospel of Mark, and 
authorized it to be read in the Churches.J Whatever weight 
may be given to his testimony on these points, it is manifestly 
favourable to the Primacy. 

* Clemens Alex. Strom. 1. iv. § 9, p. 571. Edit. Wirceb. p. 503. 
Edit. H. 

t L. 5. Hypotyp. cit in prato spir. c. 176. 

t L. 6. Hypotyp. apud Enseb. 1. 2, Hist. Eccl. c. 15. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

We pass from Clement of Alexandria, one of the most learned 
of the Fathers, to Origen, the most illustrious of his disciples* 
You invite our attention to his application of the figure of the 
keys : “ First, then, let us look at a fine application of the figure 
of the keys, which will prove, in accordance with the other 
Fathers, how well this term was understood to signify the sci- 
ence of interpretation. On account of its obscurity, says Origen, 
the whole Scripture, divinely inspired, is like to many chambers 
within one house, but when the key applied to each chamber 
is not fitted to it, the keys become scattered through the cham- 
bers, not answering to those chambers to which they are ap- 
plied ; and it is truly a difficult work to find the proper keys, 
and adapt them to the locks, so that they may open them ; thus 
it is that the more abstruse Scriptures are to be understood, 
the argument of our knowledge being taken no otherwise than 
from the Scriptures themselves, which have dispersed amongst 
them the reasons of their exposition.”* Those of your readers 
who may have thought this to be the interpretation of the keys 
of the kingdom of heaven given to Peter, may be surprised to 
learn that it has not the remotest connexion with them, and is 
a similitude borrowed by Origen from a Jew. It is found in 
the preface to the interpretation of the Psalms, and is preceded 
by these words : “ As we are about to enter on the interpreta- 
tion of the Psalms, we shall premise an excellent observation 

* P.102. 
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generally on the whole divine Scripture, made to us by a Jew. 
He said that the whole divinely inspired Scripture, on account 
of its obscurity, is like to many chambers, &c.”* To adduce 
this similitude to prove that the term of the keys was under- 
stood by Origen to signify the science of interpretation, is surely 
calculated to mislead. Clear texts may be aptly called keys of 
obscure passages ; but the use of such a metaphor, by a Jew, or 
by a Father of the Church, does not at all imply that the keys 
of the kingdom of heaven, specially promised to Peter in re- 
ward of his faith, mean no more than clear texts, whereby he 
might arrive at the real meaning of passages which for others 
would be obscure. If you would substitute the words, “ clear 
texts” for “ the keys of the heavenly kingdom” in the passage 
of St Matthew, you will see the revolting inconsistency of this 
far-fetched interpretation. 

Did I suppose you to have designedly omitted the prefatory 
portion of the sentence, which so clearly explains its source 
and determines its meaning, I should smile at the following 
apology which precedes the next passage : “ It will require a 
very long extract to do it justice, but no labour should be thought 
too great for the searcher after truth.”t Besides perusing long 
extracts, it is also desirable that the inquirer should consider 
the custom of the Fathers in general, but especially of Origen, 
to indulge in mystical interpretations of Sacred Scripture, cal- 
culated to edify and animate to virtue, but which neither he, nor 
the other Fathers, ever wished to have substituted for the literal 
and obvious meaning of the text. Thus he would easily un- 
derstand how it was that Origen, in the passage in question, 
takes occasion from the profession of faith made by Simon, and 
the appellation of “rock” given him by his divine Master, to 
observe that if we confess Christ, under the same heavenly in- 
fluence, we also will be a Peter , or rock of faith. In this I 
discover nothing favourable to your interpretation, for Origen 
expressly understands the original words of Peter, and identi- 
fies Titrpoc and n«rf*, which you labour so strenuously to dis- 

* Origen in Psalmos, Pr®f. p. 192, vol. xiii. Edit. Wirceburgi. 

t P. 103. 
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tinguish. “Every disciple of Christ is a rock, of whom they 
drank who drank of the spiritual rock that followed them, and 
on every such rock the whole ecclesiastical teaching,* * * § and 
corresponding government, is built : for in each of the perfect, 
who have the collection of words, and works, and thoughts, the 
Church is inwardly built by God.” You see clearly how your 
author indulges in mysticism, and, with a view to animate all 
to the imitation of Peter, asserts that every just and perfect man 
is not only a rock, but that his pious maxims, works and words, 
form a Church, built on him as a foundation. If you please to 
follow him thus far, you are welcome to the benefit of his tes- 
timony. To prove that others besides Peter could partake of 
the rewards of his faith, he asks, can it be supposed that the 
Church is built on Peter in such a manner as to exclude the 
other Apostles from all participation in the benefits of the 
Church, or the privileges of the ministry ? “ If, indeed, you 

think that the whole Church is built by God upon this one 
Petert {rock) only, what do you say of John, the son of thun- 
der, or of each of the Apostles ? Shall we venture to say that 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against Petert in particular, 
but shall prevail against the other Apostles, and against the 
perfect ? Is not what was said previously, verified in regard 
to all and each one : ‘ the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it ?’ Are the keys of the kingdom of heaven given by the Lord 
to Peter alone, and shall no other of the blessed receive them ? 
But if this be common to the others, ‘ I shall give thee the keys 
of the kingdom of heaven,’ how should not all the things which 
go before, and follow after, § be common likewise ? For here it 
seems to be said to Peter, 4 whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth 
shall be bound also in heaven, &c. &c. &c. : but in the Gospel 
of John, the Saviour, giving the Holy Spirit to the disciples by 

* O ir&c xo^o?, **/ » etiroy iroxtrttet. Origenes 

in Matt., Tom. XII. p. 516. 

f £/ < irt ror *rx ixwror III <iyor ro/ut£uc tiro r* 9ta ojkoJ'o/uu&cu 

TUf irdUTetj fxjtXftWar /utoyot. t 

§ ir&rrcL ret <ri irponp»/utt& 9 xou ret tirtpipofttfet. Bishop Hopkins 

translates it : “ those things which precede it, and which are evidently 
connected with it.” 
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breathing on them, says: Receive ye the Holy Ghost, &c. 
&c.”* You are aware, that in asserting the privileges of 
Peter we do not adopt the exclusive principles which Origen 
ascribes to those who doubted whether each perfect man, imi- 
tating his faith and confession, might be, like him, a rock, and 
partake of the rewards bestowed on him. We believe him to 
be the chief foundation placed by the hand of the Divine Archi- 
tect ; but we regard all the Apostles, in a general way, as the 
foundation on which we are built, Christ Jesus himself being 
the chief corner stone, as we are taught by St Paul. We do 
not say that the gates of hell shall prevail against the other 
Apostles, or the perfect, or the Church at large, when we 
assert that they cannot prevail against the Roek on which that 
Church is founded. We do not claim for Peter the power of 
the keys— of binding and loosing — so exclusively as to deny 
to the other Apostles the exercise of a similar power, though 
we maintain that the special address to Peter indicates that he 
pre-eminently possesses it. When Origen says, the promise 
that the gates of hell shall not prevail against it, is verified in 
regard to every perfect man,— he is still labouring to prov.e, by 
the application of the text, in a mystical sense, that each one 
may be a rock of faith which nopower of hell may overthrow.*! 
He expressly avows that the words, in their literal sense, 
regard Peter, and are applicable to others only in a spiritual or 
mystical signification. “ If any one say to him: 4 Thou art Christ, 
the Son of the living God not taught by flesh and blood, but 
by the Father who is in heaven ; he will obtain:): what was 
promised to that Peter, as the letter of the Gospel says, but as 

* Origen in Mat., Tom. XII. p. 516. 

t Gerard remarks that “ even such of the Fathers as did not wholly 
neglect the literal sense of Scripture, are fond of allegorizing it, and 
drawing from it mystical meanings, which are altogether fanciful, and 
of no use.” 670. Inst. Bib. Criticism, p. 203. Origen is the first whom 
Gerard mentions as indulging in these mystical interpolations. 

% Ttvgtreu TOM' ugn/xoteot, ds fAit ro y^ot/u/uet rx iuayyiKt* hiyu, irpoc 
txufor rot Uir^or, a»c J'l ro mw/tx*. etunt 9r10s1ra.tr*. rot yitofjtitot 

oiruot o Ilfrgoc ixi/ro;. Origen, t. zii. p.518. 

I* 
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its spirit teaches, to every one that becomes such as that Peter 
was. For all the imitators of Christ are styled from the Rock, 
— the Spiritual Roek which follows those who are saved, that 
they may drink from it spiritual drink, and they are styled from 
the Rock, as Christ : hut, as being members of Christ, they 
have been designated Christians from his name, so from the 
Rock, Peters.”* Conformably to his purpose, Origen says, 
that every perfect man may be styled Peter, from the stead- 
fastness of his faith, and solidity of his virtue, as Christians 
are so styled from being incorporated in the mystic body of 
Christ. To show that against such a man the powers of dark- 
ness cannot prevail, he proceeds: “ Taking occasion from 
these things, you may say, that they are denominated just, from 
the justice of Christ, and wise, from the wisdom of Christ ; 
and thus, from his other names, you may form epithets for the 
saints ; and to all such persons would be said by the Saviour 
what was said : ‘ thou art Peter, &c. &c. They shall not 
prevail against it:’ What does it refer to? Is it the rock on 
which Christ builds the Church, or the Church ? or is it the 
Church and rock, as one and the same thing ? for the word is 
ambiguous. I think the last to be the true meaning : for nei- 
ther against the rock on which Christ builds the Church, nor 
against the Church, shall the gates of hell prevail ;* as it is im- 
possible to find the track of the serpent on the rock, according 
to what is written in the Book of Proverbs. But if the gates 
of hell prevail against any one, such a one cannot be the rock 
on which Christ builds the Church, nor the Church built by 
Christ on the rock : for the rock is not accessible to the ser- 
pent, and is stronger than the gates of hell which struggle 
against it ; so that on account of its strength, the gates of hell 
cannot prevail against it : and the Church, as the building of 
Christ, who wisely built it on a rock, is impregnable to hell’s 
gates, which prevail indeed against every man out of the rock 

■* *uroi J'i irA$e»vvfjt<n hrt vr^ete »c £$*roc. ’Axxat »«/ 
er<r«f, o-ogavv/uoi a*frg«c ft, jriTgoi. Origen in 

Matt., Tom. Xll. p. 518. 
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and out of the Church, but cannot effect any thing against it. 
Seeing, then, that each of the sins which lead to hell, is the gate 
of hell we shall understand that the soul which has spot, or 
wrinkle, or any such thing, and which, by reason of sin, is 
neither holy nor spotless, is neither the rock on which 
Christ builds the Church, nor the Church, nor a part of the 
Church, which Christ builds upon the rock.”* I have added 
to the extracts which you have given, this long passage from the 
works of this Father, that the reader might have a better oppor- 
tunity than is afforded by the passages you have quoted of know- 
ing his real sentiment. His object was to excite the faith- 
ful to imitate Peter, that they might be victorious over the pow- 
ers of hell. He maintains, that the infernal powers cannot 
prevail either against the Church, or against the rock of its 
foundation, — and passing from the letter to the spirit, he con- 
cludes that they cannot prevail against any individual firm in 
faith and unwavering in his attachment to duty. In the same 
mystic style of interpretation, he regards sin as the avenue or 
gate of hell, and excludes every sinner from the privileges of 
the Church and rock. He admits that there is a multitude of 
men called members of the Church, against whom the gates of 
hell will prevail, on account of the vices to which they are en- 
slaved. Among sins, he reckons heresies, which he terms 
gates of hell, that war in vain against the Church. “ Thus 
every author of a perverse sentiment becomes a builder of a 
gate of hell -and the co-operators in the doctrine of the au- 
thor of such things, are ministers and dispensers of the per- 
verse teaching, the source of the impiety. But many and num- 
berless as are the gates of hell, no gate of hell will prevail 
against the rock, or the Church which Christ builds upon a 
rock. And truly, each of the heterodox, who brings forth any 
knowledge, falsely so called, has built a gate of hell. Marcion 
has erected one, Basilides another, and Valentinus another.”t 
The author here insensibly returns to the literal meaning, and 
shows that no efforts of heresy can destroy the Church of 

* Origen in Matt., Tom. XII. p 520. t lb. p. 522. 
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Christ, or the rock on which it rests : yet he does not lose 
sight of the moral application. 

You give us a few sentences which follow, and passing over 
nearly a page, commence your paragraph as if it was an infer- 
ence drawn by Origen from what you had just recited. I am 
not disposed to complain of the omission of the intervening 
passages ; but in so important an investigation, it was right to 
give some indication that the connexion was not immediate ; 
and it was still more necessary to avoid every thing which 
might convey the false idea of a conclusion drawn from pre- 
mises. Instead of beginning the paragraph : 44 We see by all 
this,* * * § how it may be saidt to Peter, and to every one who is 
as Peter,” fidelity to the text required that you should have 
written : 44 Now {after these things) let us see how it was said 
to Peter, and to every Peter : I will give thee the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven.” You must have observed in the origi- 
nal, that the article is even prefixed to the name of the Apostle, 
as being by excellence 44 the rock,” whilst the name without 
the article is used to denote every perfect man the imitator of 
his faith4 Blending the literal and mystical senses together, or 
at least giving the mystical interpretation, without losing sight 
of the literal, he proceeds to explain the force of the words as ap- 
plicable to the perfect. 44 In the first place I think, that to the 
words, 4 the gates of hell shall not prevail against it,’ have been 
rightly subjoined, § 4 To thee I will give the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven for he who is defended against the gates of hell, that 
they may not prevail against him, is worthy to receive from the 
Word himself, the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; as it were 
for a reward, because the gates of hell were powerless against 
him ; receiving the keys of the kingdom of heaven, that he may 

* The Latin version given by Bishop Hopkins is different from that 
which lies before me. Instead of 44 post hcec videmus,” 1 read, post hcec 

videamus. The Greek text shows that my reading is correct. Mcta 
TatwTflt t 7r<»t how it was said. 

t The definite article is also used in the Syriac, Arabic and Chaldaic 
versions of the text of Matthew xvi. 16, 44 thou art the rock.” 

§ *xox«<3-«c Bishop Hopkins translates it: 4 ‘ First, indeed, 

I think these words are to be connected with the others.” 
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open to himself the gates which are shut against such as are 
overcome by the gates of hell ; and he enters in, as chaste 
through the gate of chastity opened by the corresponding key, 
and as just through the gate of justice, opened by the key of 
justice ; and so of the other virtues.”* 

These mystical explanations may interest and edify the 
pious, but cannot pass with any enlightened man for the 
writer’s view of the literal meaning of the passages thus alle- 
gorized : nor are they given as such by their ingenious author. 
Further on he says : “ See what power the rock has on which 
the Church is built by Christ, and every one has who says : 
‘ Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God,’ so that his judg- 
ments remain firm, God as it were judging in him, so that in 
the very act of judging, the gates of hell cannot prevail against 
him.t Therefore, against him who judges unjustly, and who 
does not bind on earth according to the word of God, nor 
looses on earth according to his will, the gates of hell prevail ; 
but that man judges justly against whom the gates of hell do 
not prevail. For this reason he has the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven, opening to those that are loosed on earth, that even 
in heaven they may be loosed and free ; and shutting to those 
who are bound by his just judgment on earth, that even in 
heaven they may be bound and condemned. But since those 
who claim the rank of the Episcopacy use this passage, as 
Peter, and having received from the Saviour the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven, teach that the things bound by them, that 
is, proscribed, are also bound in heaven, an<l the things that 
are pardoned by them are also loosed in heaven ; it is to be 
observed that they speak correctly if they have the quality on 
account of which it was said to that Peter : 4 thou art a rock ;’ 
and if they be such that upon them the Church is built by 

* Origen in Matt., Tom. XII. p. 526. 

t rate xgin/c juttutf $i0euct{ tstk, <Jc xg/rovror t» &u*rt» tk 0*x, 

if et \t elv'Tot ret xgjrtnr fxn Ketri<r^u<rt»<rtt cturx sroxcti aJ'u. P. 528. 

Bishop Hopkins renders it : “ that his judgments may remain firm, 
as of God, justified by him, so that through this judgment the gates of 
hell may not prevail against him.” 
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Christ, and that to them it may be referred with propriety. 
But the gates of hell ought not to prevail against him that 
would bind and loose. If he himself is bound fast by the cords 
of his sins, he binds and looses in vain. But as God would 
not bind the man who is not bound by the cords of sin, so 
neither would whoever is a Peter bind him. But if any man, 
not being a Peter, and not having the qualities here specified, 
thinks that he, like Peter, can bind on earth, so that the things 
which he binds shall be also bound in heaven ; and thinks that 
he can loose on earth, so that the things which he looses be 
loosed in heaven, such a man is proud, not knowing the sense 
of the Scriptures, and being puffed up with pride, he falls into 
the snare of the devil. ,, You perceive that throughout 
Origen continues in his favourite application of this cele- 
brated passage, but with a distinct reference to its literal mean- 
ing: He admires the power possessed by the rock on whom 
the Church is built; he declares his judgments firm, God as it 
were judging in him, and the gates of hell being unable to 
prevail against him in the very act of judgment. All this 
literally regards Peter, whom by excellence he denominates 
o n«T/>oc “ the Peter.” But he extends it to every one who, 
with the faith and fortitude of Peter, confesses that Christ is 
the Son of God ; and thus limitations become necessary, which 
he ventures to apply even to those who occupy the Episcopal 
chair. If bishops in general should claim for themselves a 
power of judgment like to that of Peter, their claim, he says, 
is admissible, provided they also be Peters : but he protests 
against a capricious exercise of that power, without regard to 
justice. The principle is true, that no wanton exercise of au- 
thority can be defended, merely on the plea of power received, 
because that power is necessarily to be exercised in conformity 
with the maxims of sanctity delivered by the Redeemer who 
communicated it. The ratification promised in heaven cannot 
extend to what is in manifest opposition with the will and law 
of the divine King. 

Our readers, Right Reverend Sir, will have no reason to 
complain of the paucity and brevity of our quotations from 
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Origen, but they will be amply repaid for this trial of their 
patience, if they acquire a correct idea of his sentiments and 
views on this important subject. Were I not afraid of appear- 
ing to afreet your oft repeated and solemn appeals, I would beg 
of you to divest yourself of every sectarian bias, and judge as 
a scholar and a critic, of his true meaning. From many errors, 
somewhat affecting the fidelity of your translation, I fear that 
youiiave hastily adopted the version of some writer in whom 
you have placed unmerited confidence, or that you have made 
your own version without reference to the original text, or 
without sufficient attention even to the Latin interpreter. Mine 
is as literal and as exact as I could make it. 

When not moralizing, or indulging in mystic flights, he 
stated in the simplest but strongest terms what should forever 
prevent you from bringing him forward as a witness against 
the Primacy of Peter. “ Peter,” says he, “ on whom the 
Church of Christ is built, against which the gates of hell shall 
not prevail, left one epistle generally admitted.”* In his Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, the supreme authority 
of Peter, as Pastor of the sheep of Christ, is expressly affirmed. 
Speaking of the excellence of charity, he says : “ When the 
supreme power to feed the sheep was given to Peter, and the 
Church was founded on him, as on a rock, the declaration of no 
other virtue is required of him, but of charity.”t With these 
facts and testimonies as keys , you may unlock the secret 
chambers of mysticism, and discover the meaning of those 
texts, in which, passing by what he regarded as obvious to all, 
he showed his hearers the edification which they should derive 
from them. 

* Apud. Euseb. 1. vi. c. 25, Hist. Eccl. 

t Petro cum summa rerum de pascendis ovibus traderetur, et super 
ipsum, velut super terram, fundaretur Ecclesia, nullius alterius ab eo 
virtutis confessio, nisi charitatis exigitur.” Origen in Epist. ad Rom. 1. 
v. n. 10. 1 have rendered on a rock, as I find the testimony quoted by 
Sardagna st tperpetram, and as the Scriptural reference warrants. It is, 
however, super terram , on the earth in the edition now before me. 
Wirceburg, MDCUXCIV. p. 272. 
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I shall not say a word to weaken the force of your vindica- 
tion of Origen’s memory from the imputation of heterodoxy. 
For our present purpose it is sufficient that he recognised the 
Primacy of Peter, and, through respect for the See which this 
Apostle made the depositary of his power, he earnestly longed 
to visit that most ancient Church, and gratified his wishes in 
the days of Pope Zephyrine. To Fabian, his successor, as the 
chief judge and guardian of faith, he sent the declaration of his 
faith when his orthodoxy was elsewhere called in question. 
For both facts Eusebius is my vpucher.* 

You conclude your chapter on Origen by a dissertation on 
his orthodoxy, as if nothing remained for the triumph.of your 
cause but to prove the credibility of your witness. He has, 
however, testified against you. He has explained invariably 
of Peter, what you contend should be referred to Christ ; and 
if in his usual style of mystic interpretation he has given a long 
exhortation to perfection from the motive of obtaining rewards 
like those of Peter, he has not neglected to inform us that he 
was explaining, according to the spirit, what according to the 
letter regards him whom he emphatically styles “ the Peter.” 

* * Euseb. hist. 1. vi. c. 14 and 36. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

The illustrious Bishop of Carthage, St Cyprian, is the next 
witness brought forward by you against the supremacy of Peter 
and his successors, although you candidly acknowledge that 
several passages in his works look very like our doctrine. In 
a letter to his people, on occasion of the schism of five factious 
priests who offered the peace and communion of the Church 
to those who had fallen from the faith in the persecution, he 
thus animadverts on their conduct : — “ They now offer peace, 
who themselves have not peace. They promise to bring back 
and recall to the Church those that are fallen, who themselves 
have left the Church. There is one God, and one Christ, and 
one Church, and one Chair founded by the voice of the Lord * 
upon a rock.* That any other altar should be erected, or a 
new priesthood established, besides that one altar and one 
priesthood, is impossible. Whoever gathers elsewhere scat- 
tered. Whatever is devised by human frenzy, in violation of 
the divine ordinance, is adulterous, impious, sacrilegious." 
This truly looks very like our doctrine, and cannot, without 
great ingenuity, be turned to any other meaning. As you offer 
no explanation of it, save that which may be deduced from your 
general view of Cyprian’s sentiments, I leave it in its own 

* Super petram. It is so given in the edition of Basle, anno 1521 , and 
in that of Wirceburg. Bishop Hopkins reads Petrum , which probably 
is the correct reading. The sense is the same. St Cypr. ad plebem. ep. 
p. 59. 
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simplicity and strength, to the candid consideration of every 
inquirer after truth, and proceed to your next quotation. 

The letter of St Cyprian to the bishop Antonian, was written 
in consequence of the representations of Novatian having made 
this bishop waver in his determination to recognise Cornelius 
as the Bishop of Rome. I will beg leave to give somewhat 
more copious extracts than you have furnished from this im- 
portant document. It begins thus : “ I received your first letter, 
most beloved brother, which firmly maintains the harmony of 
the priestly college, and the communion of the Catholic Church, 
inasmuch as you intimate that you hold no communion with 
Novatian, but that you have followed our counsel and are in 
harmony with Cornelius our fellow bishop.* You also wrote 
that I should forward a copy of the same letter to Cornelius, 
our colleague, that he might lay aside all anxiety, knowing that 

YOU COMMUNICATE WITH HIM, THAT IS, WITH THE CATHOLIC 

church. ” t — This may aid you to understand the full force of 
some other passages in the sequel. The Bishop of Rome, at 
that early day, was the centre and bond of Catholic commu- 
nion : through him the bishops of every part of Christendom 
communicated with each other, and thereby formed that Epis- 
copal College, of which Cyprian so often speaks, — being one 
in its character, tendency and spirit. On hearing that Antonian 
had subsequently suffered himself to be moved by the repre- 
sentations of Novatian, who calumniated both Cornelius and 
Cyprian, the saint resolved to undeceive him, and to lay before 
him all the facts that were calculated to recall him to Catholic 
unity. As to Cyprian’s own conduct in regard to the fallen, 
he observes, that during the vacancy of the Roman See, he had 
communicated his views to the clergy of that Church, who 
wrote to him a letter approving of his determination : “ This 

* “ Three bishops, who ordained Novatian, the schismatic bishop, 
were deposed, and others ordained to succeed them by Cornelius, Bishop 
of Rome, whose proceedings in this matter were generally approved all 
over the world.” Archbishop Potter on Church Government, p. 392* 

t St Cyprian, Ep. ad Antonian, p. 109. 


litized by v^ooQle 



MEASURES TOWARDS THE FALLEN. 


Ill 


letter (he observes) was despatched throughout the whole world, 
and brought to the knowledge of all the churches and all the 
brethren.” This extraordinary importance attached to the 
provisional government of that Church, if I may be allowed 
so to designate it, shows the authority which ordinarily be- 
longed to it, and the extent of its jurisdiction. After peace had 
succeeded the persecution, and an opportunity was afforded of 
assembling the bishops of Africa, as Cyprian had purposed, 
and the Roman clergy had approved, the Council was held, 
and measures were adopted in which severity and indulgence 
were blended. Though the number of bishops assembled was 
great,* still they deemed it right to communicate their judg- 
ment to the Roman Pontiff, that it might be strengthened by his 
superior authority. With the deliberation and wisdom which 
have always characterized the acts of the Holy See, Cornelius 
assembled a number of bishops, and declared his concurrence 
in the measures of the African prelates. “ If the number of 
bishops in Africa (says Cyprian to Antonian) appear insufficient, 
we wrote even to Rome on this point to Cornelius, our col- 
league ; who also, himself, having held a council with many 
bishops, consented to the same decree as we had made, with 
equal severity and salutary moderation. ,, t 

Having thus vindicated himself, he proceeds to the case of 
Cornelius : “I come now, most beloved brother, to the person 
of Cornelius, our colleague, that you may know him truly, 
as we do, and not from the false statements of malignant slan- 
derers, but according to the judgment of the Lord God, who 
made him Bishop, and by the testimony of his fellow-bishops, 
the entire number of whom, throughout the whole world, has 


* Copiosus episcoporum numerus. 

t u Cyprian and the council of bishops, of which he was president, in 
their epistle^ to two churches of Spain, whose bishops had lapsed into 
idolatry, tells them, that both they themselves, and all other bishops in 
the whole world, and particularly Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, had 
decreed that lapsers should be admitted to penitence, but not allowed to 
continue among the clergy.” Archbishop Potter on Church Govern- 
ment, p. 342, referring to Cyprian, Ep. 67, p. 291. 
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assented with perfect unanimity.” — It appears, then, that the 
whole body of bishops considered the Bishop of Rome as one 
in whose election all were interested ; and their communion with 
him followed from a knowledge of the fact of his being law- 
fully promoted.—" He was made Bishop by many of our col- 
leagues, who were at that time in the city of Rome, who sent to 
us, on his ordination, honourable and laudatory letters, distin- 
guished for the testimony which they bore to his merit.* And 
Cornelius was made Bishop according to the judgment of God, 
and of his Christ, according to the testimony of almost all the 
clergy, with the suffrage of the people who were present on 
the occasion, and he was selected from the college of aged 
priests and good men ; when no one had been appointed before 
him, and the place of Fabian, that is, the place of Peter, and 
the dignity of the priestly chair was vacant : which place being 
occupied according to the will of God, and being strengthened 
by the consent of us all, whoever now seeks to be made bishop 
must necessarily be without , nor can he have ecclesiastical ordi- 
nation who does not hold the unity of the Church. Whoever 
be be, though he vaunt himself and put forward great claims, he 
is a profane man, a stranger, he is without . And since after 
the first there can be no second, whosoever was made (bishop) 
after the one who alone should be such, is not the second, but 
he is no bishop. Finally, having received the Episcopal office, 
which he did not ambition, or seize on, but in conformity to the 
will of God who makes priests, how great was his virtue in the 
Episcopacy which he had received ! how great his fortitude ! 
how firm his faith ! (which we should intimately regard and 
praise in simplicity of heart) to have sat intrepid in the sacer- 
dotal chair at Rome, at a time when the hostile tyrant menaced 
the priests of God with dire punishments, and would hear with 
greater patience and forbearance that a rival prince had risen 
against him, than that a priest of God was established at Rome.” 

* “ Testimonio sue prsedic&tionis illustres de ejus ordinatione mise- 
runt.” The version of Bishop Hopkins is not accurate. The letters 
were to certify his ordination, and they were full of his praise. Precdi- 
catio does not here mean preaching. 
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This illustrious testimony to the pre-eminence of the Roman 
Church, as the chair of Peter, forces from you the admission : 
“ That the Church of Rome was the seat of Peter, Cyprian 
doubtless believed; and, therefore, he attaches the same im- 
portance to it that he attaches to Peter in relation to the other 
Apostles.’ 1 You add, “all this amounted to no more than 
what belongs to the foreman of a jury, the senior judge upon 
the bench, the precedency among peers, or any other case in 
which a number being united in the same work with the same 
powers, one for the sake of order goes before the rest.” Pray, 
sir, does not the illustrious martyr say, that to communicate 
with the Roman Bishop is to communicate with the Catholic 
Church ; that it is impossible for any altar to be erected, or 
priesthood, or chair to subsist, separated from that chair “ found- 
ed by the voice of the Lord upon Peter?” Was not the pre- 
eminence and power of that Bishop so notorious, that a perse- 
cuting emperor regretted more his election than the rise of a 
rival, and a foe ? 

Antonian had requested to be informed what heresy Nova- 
tian had introduced. Cyprian replied, it was a matter of no 
consequence, as long as he was separated from the Church by 
his opposition to its lawful Bishop : “As to what regards the 
person of Novatian, concerning whom you have requested that 
I should inform you what heresy he has introduced, know, in 
the first place, that we should not be curious to know what he 
teaches, since he teaches without. Whoever he is , and whatever 
qualifications he possesses , he is not a Christian who is not in 
the Church of Christ .” I believe, sir, you will find no advocate 
of the Papal authority insist on the necessity of communion with 
the Apostolic See, in terms stronger than these. From this epis- 
tle, nevertheless, you have brought forward an objection which 
will be best refuted by presenting it in connexion with the con- 
text of the place whence it is taken. Immediately after the 
words just quoted, Cyprian continues : “ Though he boast of 
his philosophy, or proclaim his eloquence in haughty words, 
he who has maintained neither fraternal charity nor ecclesias- 

K* 
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tical unity, has lost what he had been before. Unless he ap- 
pears to you to be a bishop, who after a bishop had been made 
in the Church by sixteen bishops, endeavours through ambition 
to be made by deserters, an adulterer and a stranger, and whilst 
there is one Church divided by Christ into many members 
throughout the whole world, and one Episcopacy spread abroad 
through the concordant multitude of bishops, he, contrary to 
the tradition of God, contrary to the unity of the Catholic 
Church, connected and joined together everywhere, endeavours 
to make a human church, and sends his new apostles through 
many cities, to lay some foundations of his new institution ; 
and whilst long since, throughout all the provinces, and in every 
city, bishops have been ordained, — advanced in age, sound 
in faith, tried in times of oppression, proscribed in persecution,— 
he dares create pseudo-bishops in their stead.” You may not 
have had the whole text under your eye when you argued that 
there is no superior authority in the Bishop of Rome above his 
colleagues, because the Episcopate is one : for surely whoever 
reads the text must manifestly see that the saint is not labour- 
ing to establish the equality of all bishops, but their u^ion for 
one great purpose — the government of the Church ; whence he 
concludes that the refractory intruder, Novatian, by his oppo- 
sition to Cornelius, was cut off from the communion of all 
bishops, and of the Church. He does not, in this passage, un- 
dertake to explain their relative powers, but he has already 
stated the high authority of the Bishop of Rome. 

There is one other passage in this letter which, though not 
objected by you, I shall explain, as it may serve to illustrate 
other places. “In the time of our predecessors,” says he, 
41 some of the bishops here, in our province, thought that peace 
should not be given to adulterers, and totally shut the ave- 
nue of penance against adultery ; but they did not, however, 
withdraw from the college of their fellow-bishops, or break the 
unity of the Catholic Church by obstinate severity or censure, 
so as that because peace was given to adulterers by some, 
whosoever did not give it should be separated from the Church. 
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Whilst the bond of concord remains, and the indivisible mystery* 
of the Catholic Church continues, each bishop disposes and 
directs his conduct, being to render to the Lord *an account of 
his determination.” The saint speaks of a matter of discipline, 
—on which no general law had been passed, and with regard to 
which each bishop consequently had a discretionary power. 
In matters that interfere not with the integrity of faith, and that 
are not determined by any general law, — the bond of concord 
being thus maintained, the mysterious unity of the Catholic 
Church, which is in Christ, being inviolate — each bishop gov- 
erns and legislates for the portion of the dock committed to his 
charge. This nowise excludes the vigilance and control of 
the Chief Bishop, for subordination to him appertains to that 
bond of concord which must remain firm and unbroken j yet 
his power is rarely interposed, except to maintain faith in its 
integrity, or to urge the observance of the general laws of the 
Church. 

Further on you cite a very strong passage from the letter of 
St Cyprian to Cornelius, regarding Fortunatns and Felicissi- 
mus. ,At the risk of being tedious, I shall venture to give the 
substance of the letter, with some further extracts from it. It 
was written after the saint had received a letter from Cornelius, 
full of brotherly love, zeal for ecclesiastical discipline, and sacer- 
dotal judgment.! In it Cornelius had informed him that Feli- 
cissimus, a schismatical priest, who had been degraded for mis- 
conduct, by Cyprian and the African prelates, having come to 
Rome, was driven from the Church by the orders of Cornelius. 
In another letter, which accompanied the former, Cornelius 
communicated to him the apprehensions he entertained in re- 
gard to the probable violence of the schismatic and his abettors. 
Cyprian remonstrates with him on these fears, as unworthy the 
high office which he held. “ If, beloved brother, the audacity 


* Persererante Catholics Ecclesi® individuo Sacramento.” It might 
he rendered with more propriety, though not so liter&Uy, “ the sacred 
and indivisible unity of the Catbolie Church.” P. 116, Ep. ad Anton, 
t “ Sacerdotalis censure.” St Cyprian ad Cornel, p. 6. 
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of the wicked must be feared, and if they accomplish by rash 
and desperate means what they cannot do justly and righteous- 
ly, the vigour of the Episcopacy is lost, and the sublime and 
divine power of governing the Church is no more, nor can we 
any longer continue, or be Christians, if we have come to such 
a state as that we must fear the threats and snares of abandoned 

men The immovable strength of faith ought to abide with 

us, beloved brother, and permanent and unshaken virtue ought 
to oppose all attacks, and break the violence of the roaring 
surges, as with the strength and mass of a rock lying in their 
way.” He proceeds to observe, that we must not regard the 
source of the danger ; and he expatiates on the crime of calum- 
niating the priests of God, adducing to this end the example 
of the punishment awarded in the Mosaic law against whosoever 
should contemn the sentence of the high priest. “ How can 
they escape the judgment of an avenging Lord, who do such 
things not only to their brethren, but to the priests, to whom 
such great honour is granted through the divine condescension, 
that whoever would not obey the priest of God, the judge for 
the time being, should be immediately put to death. In Deu- 
teronomy, the Lord God says : ‘ he that will be proud, and re- 
fuse to obey the commandment of the priest, or judge, whoso- 
ever shall be in those days, that man shall die ; and all the 
people hearing it shall fear, and they shall not afterwards act 
impiously.’ Having quoted some other passages of Scripture, 
he draws this conclusion : “ Since these weighty and numerous 
examples, with many others, exist, whereby the priestly au- 
thority and power, through divine concession, is established, 
what think you of those, who, being the enemies of the priests, 
and rebels against the Catholic Church, are not awed, either 
by the threat of the Lord who forewarns, or by the aveng- 
ing judgment that awaits them ? For from no other source 
have heresies arisen, or schisms sprung up, than from not obey- 
ing the priest of God, and not reflecting that there is one priest, 
for the time, in the Church, and one judge, for the time in the 
place of Christ, to whom, if all the brotherhood yielded obe- 
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dience according to the divine instructions, no one would at* 
tempt any thing against the college of priests : no one, after the 
divine judgment, after the suffrage of the people, after the con- 
sent of his fellow bishops, would make himself judge, not of the 
bishop, but of God; no one would rend the Church of Christ 
by the breach of unity; no one, through vanity and pride, 
would form a new heresy apart and without.”* He proceeds 
to show that the appointment of the Priest of God is made in 
the Church, under the special direction of divine providence, 
whilst out of the Church it is otherwise ; and he applies this 
observation specially and distinctly to the Bishop of Rome, 
Cornelius, whose virtues he sets forth, dwelling especially 
on the rage of the persecutors against him : — “ 1 speak un- 
der provocation — I speak reluctantly- — I am constrained to 
say it : when a bishop is substituted in the place of the deceas- 
ed ; when he is chosen in peace with the suffrage of the whole 
people ; when he is protected in persecution by the aid of God ; 
being united faithfully with all his colleagues; already, during 
years of his Episcopacy, pleasing to his people ; promoting 
discipline in time of tranquillity ; proscribed in stormy times ; 
so often called for, the name of his Episcopacy being specified 
and added, that he might be delivered over to the lion ; honour- 
ed with the testimony of divine condescension in the circus 
and in the ampitheatre : — at the very time at which I wrote to 
you, demanded anew in the circus by the shouts of the multi- 
tude : 4 To the Lion * on account of the sacrifices which the 
people were ordered by an edict to celebrate : — when such a 
man, beloved brother, is assailed by some desperate and aban- 
doned men, who are out of the Church, it is manifest by whom 
he is attacked ; not truly by Christ, who either establishes or 
protects the priests, but by him who being the adversary of 


* Neque enim aliunde hsereaes obort© sunt, aut nata sunt sohismata 
qUara inde quod sacerdoti Dei non obteraperatur : nec unus in Ecdesia 
ad tempus Saoerdos et ad tempus judex vice Christi cogitatur : cui si 
secundum magisteri&divina obtemperaret fraternitas universe, nemo ad- 
versum Sacredotum collegium quidquam moveret.” P. 8. 
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Christ, and enemy of his Church, persecutes with his malice 
Him who is set over the Church ;* that the pilot being removed, 
he may more fiercely and violently proceed to effect the ship- 
wreck of the Church.” If these last words do not convince an 
impartial mind that Cyprian regarded the Bishop of Rome as 
the ruler of the Universal Church, the one priest and judge who 
for the time is in the place of Christ, and whom all the brethen 
should obey, conformable to the divine mandate, I am wholly un- 
acquainted with the power of words. Let us, however, proceed. 

Cyprian remarks, that we should not be surprised at the de- 
fection and revolt of some against the priests and Church of 
God, since the Lord and his Apostles had foretold that such 
things would come to pass ; and he himself, notwithstanding 
the splendour of his miracles, had been forsaken by some weak 
disciples. “ And yet,” says he, “ he did not rebuke them as 
they went away, or grievously threaten them ; but rather, turn- 
ing towards his Apostles, he said : ‘Will you also go away V 
Peter, however, on whom the . Church was built by the same 
Lord, speaking, one for all, and answering in the name of the 
Church, says : ‘ Lord, to whom shall we go ? Thou hast the 
word of eternal life ; and we believe and have known that thou 
art Christ, the Son of the living God signifying thereby, and 
showing, that those who depart from Christ, perish by their 
own fault ; but that the Church which believes in Christ, and 
retains what it has once known, never by any means departs 
from Christ ; and that they are the Church who continue in 
the house of God.” 

Cornelius having complained of not having received imme- 
diate and full information, in regard to the proceedings of the 
schismatics, Cyprian answers : “ I did not deem it necessary 
to report to you speedily and pressingly the artifices of heretics ; 
for the contrivances of heretical and schismatical audacity 
ought not to interest the majesty aqd dignity of the Church.” 

* “ St Cyprian Ep. Corn. p. 9. Edit. Basil. t( Ob hoc Ecclesioe preepo- 
situm sua infestatione persequitur, ut gubernatore sublato, atrocius atque 
violentius circa ecclesiee naufragia grassetur.” 
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He adds, that he had lately sent him a list of all the orthodox 
bishops of Africa. He goes on to relate the proceedings of the 
schismatics in regard to the making of Fortunatus bishop, and 
then going to Rome with a ‘ cargo 9 of falsehoods ; and dwells at 
length on their facility in admitting to communion, without 
penance, those who had fallen in persecution.* — “ In addition 
to these things, having obtained for themselves a false bishop, 
ordained by heretics, they venture to set sail, and carry letters 
from schismatical and profane men to the chair of Peter, and to 
the principalt Church, whence sacerdotal unity has arisen : nor 
do they reflect that they are Romans, whose faith is extolled 
by the Apostle, to whom perfidy can have no access." From 
this it is manifest that the schismatics themselves looked up to 
Rome as the great and ruling Church, and sought by every art 
to enlist its authority in their favour : whilst Cyprian cherished 
a well grounded confidence that all their efforts would prove 
vain ; and regarded their insidious attempt on the faith of the 
chair of Peter as the height of audacity. The words which 
immediately follow, express the. unwillingness of St Cyprian 
and the African bishops, that priests condemned by their au- 
thority, should have recourse to Rome, which could not be so 
fully informed of their offences as those who were on the spot. 
“ What cause had they to come {to Rome) and announce the 
false bishop who was created against the other bishops ? For 
they are either pleased with what they did, and persevere in 
their wickedness ; or, if they are sorry, and abandon it, they 
know whither they can return. For since it was determined 
by us all, and is equally just and proper, that the cause of every 
one should be tried where the crime was committed ; and since 
to each of the pastors a portion of the flock is given, which each 
one may rule and govern, being to render an account of his 
conduct to the Lord: it is certainly meet, that those over 

* The translation of Bishop Hopkins is somewhat inaccurate in the 
commencement. 

t “ Cathedra principalis it properly means the princely or ruling 
Church, and corresponds admirably to the “ potiorem principalitatem” of 
Irenteus. 
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whom we preside should not run about, and by their crafty and 
fallacious temerity disturb the perfect concord of bishops ; but 
that they should plead their cause, where they can have both the 
accusers and witnesses of their crime, unless a few desperate 
and abandoned men undervalue the authority of the bishops of 
Africa, who have already passed judgment on them, and have 
recently, by the weight of their sentence, condemned their con- 
science, bound with many chains of sins. Already has their 
cause been tried ; — already has the sentence been passed : nor 
is it suitable for the judgment of priests to be reproved with the 
levity of a fickle and inconstant mind.”* 

To one eager to find a pretext for calling in question the Pri- 
macy, the foregoing passage may, perhaps, appear sufficient ; 
but to the lover of truth, to the man who considers it in con- 
nexion with the whole letter, it does not offer any ground for 
doubt. Felicissimus had gone to Rome with the letter of the 
pseudo-bishop Fortunatus, and had attempted to intrude into the 
Church, as if entitled to all the privileges of ecclesiastical commu- 
nion. Foiled in this effort, he made such representations as might 
induce Cornelius to doubt of the justice of the sentence pro- 
nounced against him by the African bishops. Cornelius wrote 
to Cyprian, primate of Carthage, to know the facts. Cyprian 
states them at length, and does not question the right of Corne- 
lius to inquire into the case, or even to revoke the sentence ; but 
he strongly urges the inexpediency of receiving such appeals 
from refractory priests, the cognizance of whose cause could 
best take place where their delinquency had occurred. This 
was also the view of his colleagues, and it continued to be re- 
spectfully urged on the attention of the successors of Cornelius, 
down to the days of Pope Zosimus. The abstract right of re- 
ceiving such appeals was not called in question ; the right of 
aggrieved bishops to appeal to the chief Bishop, was exercised 
and admitted : but to extend this privilege to all priests seemed, 
to the African prelates, likely to open a door to clerical im- 
punity, and to lead to the contempt of the Episcopal authority. 

# S. Cypr. ad Corn. 
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When Cyprian says, that to each Bishop is committed a por- 
tion of the flock to rule and govern, with responsibility to God, 
he does not assert the independence of each bishop from every 
other bishop in that government ; otherwise there could not 
exist the harmony and unity of the Episcopal College, on which 
he loves to dwell : but he alleges the responsibility of each 
bishop to God, to show that in the exercise of his authority 
over his clergy and flock, he was not likely to act unjustly. 

In reply to a complaint of Cornelius, that some letters from 
the province of Hadrumetum had been directed to the priests 
and deacons of Rome, rather than to the Pontiff himself, he 
states the prudential motives which had induced this temporary 
measure, but assures him that “ he had exhorted all who sailed 
from Africa to Rome, to acknowledge and hold fast the root 
and parent of the Catholic Church.* This surely ‘ looks very 
like our doctrine . 9 

In a letter of St Cyprian to Stephen, the successor of Cor- 
nelius, he informs him of intelligence which had reached him 
concerning Marcian, bishop of Arles, who, adopting the severity 
of Novatian, refused reconciliation and communion to those 
who had fallen in persecution, however penitent they after* 
wards appeared. Far from regarding this as a matter in which 
each bishop might rest on his own authority, and decline all 
responsibility, Cyprian earnestly urges Stephen to cut off Mar- 
cian, without delay, from the communion of the Church. The 
bishop of Lyons, and other bishops of the province, had ad- 
dressed Stephen, informing him of the facts of the case ; and 
CJyprian writes to stimulate his zeal to adopt prompt and deci- 
sive measures. “ Let letters , 99 he says, “ be directed by you to 
the province and to the people of Arles ; in virtue of which, 
Marcian being deposed, another may be substituted in his 
place, and the flock of Christ, which is now despised, having 
been scattered and wounded by him, may be gathered to ge- 

* “ Scimus nos hortatos eos esse ut Ecclesi© Catholic© radicem et 
matricem agnoscerent ac tenerent.” Epist. 44. Cornelio, p. 104. Edit. 
Wircebnrgi. Edit Basil, ab Erasmo, p. 164. an. MDXXI. 
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ther.”* This exercise of authority, which the bishops of the 
province did not attempt, was implored by Cyprian, who cer- 
tainly could not have solicited it, had he thought each bishop 
to be irresponsible, or the Roman Bishop to be no more than 
the * foreman of a jury !’ He concludes by asking the earliest 
information of the action of Stephen, and its results. “ Inti- 
mate to us plainly, who shall have been substituted at Arles in 
place of Marcian, that we may know to whom we should di- 
rect our brethren, and to whom we should write.” He men- 
tions elsewhere the fact of Basilides, a deposed Jushop, who 
“ going to Rome, deceived our colleague Stephen far distant 
and ignorant of the fact and truth, ambitioning to be unjustly 
replaced in the bishopric from which he had been justly de- 
posed.” Instead of reprobating this act as an usurpation of 
authority on the part of Stephen, he only expresses his indig- 
nation at the deception practised on him. “ For he who was 
inadvertently deceived, is not so much to be blamed, as he is 
to be execrated, who fraudulently deceived him.”t 

As you quote from the admirable work on the unity of the 
Church, in which Cyprian affirms the unity of the Episcopate, 
and the distribution of its powers amongst many ; I shall cite 
some passages from the same work, which will show that the 
saint merely maintained thereby the unity of Church govern- 
ment, by the concurrence of all bishops, each in his place, to 
the one great object, and the exercise of their powers in strict 
and close communion with the Apostolic chair of Peter — “ The 
Lord says to Peter : ‘ I say to thee that thou art Peter, and on 
this rock I will build my Church ; and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it. To thee I will give the keys of the king- 
dom of heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, shall 
be bound also in heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose upon 
earth, shall be loosed in heaven.* And after his resurrection he. 
says to him : ‘ Feed my sheep and although after his resurrec- 
tion he gives to all the Apostles equal power, and says : ‘ As 

# S. Cyprian. Stephano, 1. 3, 13, Ep. p. 90. Edit. Basil. 

t L. 1. Epist. 4. Edit. Basil, p. 10. Felici Presb. 
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the Father hath sent me, I also send you. Receive ye the 
Holy Ghost: whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven 
them : whose sins you shall retain, they are retained yet to 
manifest unity, he ordained, by his authority, the origin of the 
same unity, beginning from one. Even the other Apostles 
were certainly the same as Peter, admitted to the equal partici- 
pation of honour and power ; but the commencement arises 
from unity, that the Church may be shown to be one.”* It is 
clear that the saint, in asserting the equality of the Apostolic 
mission and power, in regard to the forgiveness of sin, and 
-other acts of their ministry, always understands that Peter Was 
constituted the head of the rest, and vested with a power by 
which unity could be maintained. 

The passage which you quote from the letter to 44 The Fall- 
en,” harmonizes perfectly with the others, in which the Pri- 
macy of Peter is declared. Some of the unhappy persons who 
in the persecution had sacrificed to idols, and thus fallen from 
the faith, addressed Cyprian a letter in the name of the Church, 
as if they constituted the Church. The holy Bishop commen- 
ces his reply by showing them, from the words of our Lord to 
Peter, that the pastor, with his clergy and flock, are the 
Church ; and that this name cannot be usurped by a band of 
deserters from its faith.*—* 4 Our Lord, whose precepts and ad- 
monitions,! we ought to observe ; establishing the honour of 
the bishop, and the system of his Church, speaks in the Gos- 
pel, and says to Peter : * I say to thee, that thou art Peter ; 
and on this rock I will build my Church ; and the gates of hell 
shall not overcome it ; and to thee I will give the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven : and whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, 
shall be bound also in heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose 
upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.’ Thence by the 
flux of times and successions, the ordination of bishops and 


* Edit. Wirceburgi, p. 349. In this last edition the text reads : 44 Pri- 
matasPetro datur ut ana Christi ecclesia, et cathedra ana monstretur.” 
I have not followed this reading, as it is wanting in some manuscripts, 
t 44 PrsBceptaet monita;” Bishop Hopkins reads 44 prrocepta metuere . 
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the system of the Church runs along ; so that the Church is 
established upon the bishops, and every act of the Church is 
governed by the same presidents. Since, therefore, this is es- 
tablished by the divine law, I am surprised that some, with 
audacious temerity, have ventured to write to me in the name 
of the Church, while the Church consists of the bishop, clergy, 
and all the hearers.”* 

When, then, he says that the Episcopate is one, far from de- 
nying the superior power of Peter and his successors, he ne 
cessarily presupposes it ; for the multitude of bishops could 
not be preserved in this essential unity, except by some con- 
trolling power ; and he himself has taught us that it was lodg- 
ed in Peter, since from him unity began. The harmony of 
the Episcopal body, and not their equality in every respect, is 
only asserted by him : “ Does he who opposes and resists the 
Church, flatter himself that he is in the Church ?t whilst the 
blessed Paul the Apostle teaches this, and shows the mystery 
of unity, saying, one body and one spirit ; one hope of your 
calling ; one Lord, one faith, one baptism ; one God. Which 
unity ought to be firmly held and maintained, especially by us 
bishops who preside in the Church, that we may prove that 
the Episcopate itself is one and indivisible. Let no one 
deceive the brotherhood by falsehood : let no one corrupt the 
truth of faith by perfidious prevarication. The Episcopate is 
one, of which a part is held by each one to the whole : the 
Church is one, which is extended more widely by the increase 
of its fecundity.”^ Had he meant the perfect equality of all 
bishops, and their absolute independence one of the other, 
there could not be the one Episcopate — the one faith — the one 
Church. Not only would the government of each church vary 

* Epist. 27, lapsis, p. 66. Edit. Wireeburgi. 

t I cite from the edition of Erasmus, published at Basle in 1521. A 
later edition, which lies before me, presents a splendid testimony of the 
Primacy : “ Qui Ecclesite renititur et resistit, qui cathedram Petri super 
quern fundata est Ecclesia deserit in Ecclesia se esse confidit ?” Wirce- 
burgi, an. 1782. p. 349. As the true reading is contested, 1 have taken 
the less favourable. 

% S. Cyp. 1. de unit, Eccl. 
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according to the caprice or judgment of its prelate, but the doc- 
trine itself would be likewise subject to the same variety and 
the same changes. Instead of that unity which Cyprian so 
powerfully inculcates as the vital principle of religion, there 
would be endless discord and contradiction. Evidently, then, 
the saint does not affirm the equality of all bishops ; but he 
justly concludes, from the foundation of the Church on Peter, 
and its continuance through the successions of bishops, that 
bishops with their flocks, and not some laymen of themselves, 
are the Church. He does not here treat of the relative powers 
of bishops, the discussion of which was foreign to his imme- 
diate object. 

The letter to Quintus, directed to prove the invalidity of 
baptism administered by heretics, with all the other writings 
in defence of this error, might be justly passed over; for the 
very reason, that they are directed to maintain what you, 
as well as 1, acknowledge to be erroneous ; and false princi- 
ples, and incorrect expressions may be expected, when a fa- 
vourite, though false, opinion is to be sustained. It might even 
be remarked, that several learned critics, in Germany and else- 
where,* have called in question the authenticity of those writ- 
ings, or at least have believed that they were adulterated by 
the Donatists, inasmuch as they think them altogether unworthy 
of his pen. They cannot find in them the dignity, the ma- 
jesty, the eloquence, the humility, and the sweetness, which 
mark his other works. I do not make this observation with a 
view to deprive you of any benefit you may hope to derive 
from them, but merely from a sense of justice to the illustrious 
martyr, who, though he may have entertained an erroneous 
sentiment, in regard to a usage on which the authority of the 
Universal Church was not then fully ascertained, always cher- 
ished the most abundant charity, and the most inviolable at- 
tachment to the unity of the Church, as St Augustine repeat- 
edly testifies. The passage in question, however, far from of* 

* See Binterim’s work, " Die vorziiglichsten Denkwurdigkeilen der 
christkatholischen Kirche article Pabst. 

L* 
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fering any difficulty, affirms the Primacy. Pope Stephen, 
when the decree of the African council, requiring that all who 
came from any heretical seel to the Catholic Church should be 
baptized, was made known to him, rejected and condemned it, 
and forbade any innovation on the ancient and general practice 
of the Church : Nihil innovetur, nisi quod traditum est. 
The author of this letter thus opposes this fundamental rea- 
son: “ Custom must not be allowed to prescribe, but reason 
must prevail. For neither did Peter, whom the Lord chose 
to be first,* and on whom he built . his Church, when Paul after- 
wards disputed with him in regard to circumcision, inso- 
lently claim, nor arrogantly assume anything, saying that he 
held the Primacy, and should be obeyed by those who were 
new and posterior to him.t Nor did he despise Paul, be- 
cause he had been a persecutor of the Church, but he admitted 
the counsel of truth, and readily agreed to the just reason which 
Paul alleged, giving us an example of concord and patience, 
that we should not obstinately cherish our own sentiments, but 
rather adopt as our own those which are sometimes usefully 
and wisely suggested by our brethren and colleagues. This 
observation is evidently directed to show that Stephen should 
not rest on his superior authority, but rather imitate the con- 
descension of Peter, who, waiving the consideration of his own 

* “ Quern primum Dominus e legit.” Bishop H. translates it incorrect- 
ly : “ whom the Lord chose first.” Peter was not the first called, since 
Andrew, his brother, and another of the disciples of John, were previ- 
ously invited, by the Saviour, to come and see, and Peter was invited by 
Andrew. John ch. 1. 

I “ Obtemperari a novellis et posteris sibi potius oportere.” The 
translation which Bishop H. has followed in this place, is a literary curi- 
osity : “ obtemperari a novellis et posteris sibi potius oportere “ that it 
was fit that Paul should comply with him in his new and lately devised 
ways !” 

t Cypr. ad Quint. Ep. lxxi. p. 227. Ed. Wirceb. Stephen op- 
posed the ancient usage to the novelty : the writer replies that reason 
should prevail over usage, and that Stephen should not rest on his supe- 
rior authority. The letter to Pope Stephen, which contains a reference 
to this letter, is suspected by Launojus (no friend to the Holy See) of 
being supposititious, and both seem to have come from the same source. 
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Primacy, yielded to the prudent suggestion of Paul. The au- 
thority itself is not at all questioned, but its mild and prudent 
exercise is commended. A similar reflection often occurs in 
the writings of those Fathers of the Church who have identi- 
fied the prince of the Apostles with Cephas, reproved by Paul. 
“ Lo !” cries St Gregory the Great, “ he is reproved by an in- 
ferior, and he vouchsafes to receive the reproof, nor cares to- 
remind him that he has received the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven.”* 

The appellations of “ colleague,” “ fellow bishop” and 
“ brother,” which Cyprian and Cornelius mutually give each 
other, are evidences of the charity which united them, and of 
the Episcopal character common to both : but the superiority of 
the Bishop of Rome is manifested whilst it is acknowledged 
that he is the successor of Peter, occupies the princely Chair, 
and has power to depose delinquent bishops. “ Venerable bre- 
thren,” is the title which to this day is used by the Pope when 
addressing his fellow bishops ; yet no one thinks that he means 
thereby to place himself on perfect equality with them. 

I am at a loss to conceive how you could have asserted, that 
Cyprian “ assigning the reason why Rome takes precedence of 
Carthage, makes not the slightest allusion to any difference 
among the Apostles, or amongst the bishops who succeeded 
them ; but puts it on the ground of local advantage, according 
to the principle mentioned before : ‘ Plainly, therefore, saith he, 
on account of its magnitude, Rome ought to precede Carthage.’ ” 
Had you not already told us that “ Cyprian doubtless believed 
that the Church of Rome was the seat of Peter, and, therefore, 
he attaches the same importance to it that he attaches to Peter 
in relation to the other Apostles ?” As to the passage brought 
forward by you, it regards Novatus, who having factiously and 
ambitiously made a deacon in Africa, went to Rome, and there 
attempted to intrude Novatian into the chair of Peter. “ Truly, 
since Rome should surpass Carthage, in consequence of its 
greatness, he committed greater and more heinous crimes there. 

* St Greg., 1. 2. in Ezech. hom. 18. 
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He who here had made a deacon against the Church, there 
made a bishop.” The saint, in alluding to the greatness* of 
Rome, does not specify of what greatness he speaks, and as 
throughout his works he so often makes reference to its spirit- 
ual principality, — 44 Cathedram principalem,” it is but just to 
understand him as alluding to it in this passage. Besides, he 
is not, as you insinuate, explaining why Rome precedes Car- 
thage in the affairs of the Church, but he merely takes occa- 
sion from the greatness of the Roman Church to observe, that 
it might be expected that the daring and desperate sectarist 
would attempt there greater crimes. Is the cause of truth ad- 
vanced by adducing such arguments as have no clear reference to 
the point at issue ? 

As you, after other writers, lay great stress on the con- 
troversy regarding the validity of baptism administered by 
heretics, 1 shall defer the full examination of it to my next let- 
ter, and conclude for the present with the beautiful remarks of 
the saint, in his letter to Pope Cornelius, on the words of Peter 
to Christ, related in the sixth chapter of St John : 44 Peter, on 
whom the Church had been built by the same Lord, one speak- 
ing for all, and answering with the voice of the Church says : 

4 Lord, to whom shall we go ? Thou hast the word of eternal 
life, and we believe and have known that thou art Christ, the 
Son of the living God thereby signifying and showing that 
those who depart from Christ, perish through their own fault, 
but that the Church which believes in Christ, and holds what 
she has once known, never by any means departs from him, 
and that they are the Church who remain in the house of 
God.”t 


* Pro 11 magnitudine sua.” Cyp. Com. xlix. p. 112. 
t S. Cyp. ad Cornelian), Ep. lv. p. 140. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

In the statement of the controversy concerning the validity 
of baptism administered by heretics, you allege “ that Stephen, 
the Bishop of Rome, next but one after Cornelius, maintained the 
validity of baptism when administered by heretics and schis- 
matics, and was warmly opposed on this account by Cyprian 
and the bishops of Africa, who held a provincial council on the 
subject. This is reversing the order of facts, and giving the 
reader to understand that the sentiment of Stephen was the 
origin of the controversy, and became the subject of examina- 
tion by an African council ; whereas the truth is, that the views 
of Cyprian and his colleagues on this head becoming known 
at Rome, by means of the acts of their council, Stephen, with 
the authority of his office, forbade them to depart from the an- 
cient usage of the Church. Allow me to state the case in the 
words of an impartial writer, whose memory is held in venera- 
tion by you, no less than by the Catholic Church. St Vincent 
of Lerins, in his Commonitory , shows the zeal with which 
novelty is always opposed, especially by the Apostolic See, 
and refers to this controversy for the proof. “ Not to be tedious, 
we shall select one instance, and this especially from the Apos- 
tolic See, that all may see more clearly than in meridian light, 
with what energy, with what zeal, with what perseverance the 
blessed successors* of the holy Apostles have always defended 
the integrity of Religion as it was originally delivered. For- 

* “ Beata successio.” The series is put for those who form it. 
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raerly, then, Agrippinus, bishop of Carthage, a man whose 
memory is venerable, was the first to maintain that baptism 
should be repeated, in opposition to the divine canon, to the 
rule of the universal Church, to the judgment of all his fellow 
priests, to the custom and decrees of his predecessors : which 
presumption was the cause of so much evil, that it not only 
gave all heretics a form of sacrilege, but even gave occasion of 
error to some Catholics. When, therefore, all cried out from 
all quarters against the novelty, and all priests, in every place, 
struggled against it, each according to his zeal, Pope Stephen, 
of blessed memory, who at that time was prelate of the Apos- 
tolic See, in conjunction indeed with his colleagues, but yet 
more than his colleagues, resisted, thinking it Jit , as I suppose, 
that he should surpass all others in the devotedness of his 
faith , as much as he excelled them by the authority of his 
station . Finally, in the epistle which was then sent to Africa, 
he decreed in these words : that ‘ no innovation should be 

ADMITTED, BUT WHAT WAS HANDED DOWN 8HOULD BE RETAINED.’ 

What power had the African council or decree ? None, 
through the mercy of God.”* How different was the light in 
which this venerable author of the fifth century viewed the 
part which Pope Stephen, in virtue of his eminent and Apos- 
tolic dignity, acted in this controversy, from that in which you 
have presented it to your readers. 

The name of St Cyprian is not mentioned by Vincent, pro- 
bably because he did not regard the fact of his being an abettor 
of the erroneous practice as altogether unquestionable. St 
Augustin assures us that there were several who maintained 
that Cyprian had not at all entertained that opinion, but that 
the letters and documents were composed by presumptuous and 
deceitful men, with a view to give it the sanction of his illus- 
trious name ;t and though he did not choose to rely upon this 


* Common it., c. viii. 

t “ Quamquam non desint qui hoc Cyprianum prorsus non sensisse 
contendant, sed sub ejus nomine a pnesumptoribus atque mendacibus 
fuisse confictum.” Epist. xciii. ad Vincentium Rog. S. 38, p. 246, Tom. 
II. Edit. Ven. 

" Cum illud concilium, vel ilia scripta, si vere ipsius sunt, et non, 
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defence, yet he observed in reply to the Donatists : “ Cyprian 
either did not at all think, as you represent him to have thought, 
or he afterwards corrected this error by the rule of truth ; or he 
covered this blemish, as it were, of his fair breast, with the 
abundance of his charity, whilst he defended most eloquently 
the unity of the Church spread throughout the whole world, 
and held most steadfastly the bond of peace.”* You have, now, 
from the eloquent Augustin, the satisfactory solution of the 
difficulty which you press on our attention. “ If this glorious 
branch (of the mystical vine )” — says he, elsewhere, “ had in 
this respect need of any purification, it was cleansed by the 
glorious scythe of martyrdom, not because he was slain for the 
name of Christ, but because he was slain in the bosom of unity 
for the name of Christ : for he himself wrote, and most confi- 
dently asserted, that they who are out of unity, though they 
should die for that name, may be slain, but cannot be crowned.”t 

The proofs which you adduce, of the resistance of the 
African bishops to Stephen, are not in my mind satisfactory, 
though to avoid every unnecessary discussion, where vital 
truth only should be sought, I am willing to let the fact of 
their dissent be assumed as certain, and the documents by 
which it is sustained pass as authentic. In the days of 
Augustin, both were matters which to him, as well as to 
others, appeared questionable. Eusebius, indeed, states that 
Cyprian maintained the necessity of rebaptizing those who 
had been baptized by heretics, and that Stephen judged that no 
change should be made in the ancient tradition ; but he has not 
mentioned any act, on the part of the sainted bishop of Carthage, 
subsequent to the prohibition of the Pontiff, in derogation to it.f 

sicutaliqui putant, sub ejus nomine conscripta atque conficta.” Ep. 
cviii. p. 309. 

* “ Porro autem Cyprianus aut non sensit omnino quod eum sensisse 
recitatis ; aut hoc postea correxit in regula veritatis, aut hunc quasi 
nfBvum sui candidissimi pectoris cooperuit ubere caritatis dum unitatem 
Ecclesi® toto orbe crescentis, et copiosissime defendit, et perseverantis- 
sime tenuit vinculum pacis.” P. 247, ad Vincentium. 

t Epist. cviii. ad Macrobium, p. 309. Edit. Ven. 

t Euseb. 1. vii. c. 3. Hist. Eccl. 
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St Jerom, on the contrary, informs us that the African bishops 
reformed their decree in consequence of the judgment of 
Stephen : “ St Cyprian (he says) endeavoured to shun pits 
that were broken, and not to drink of the water of others, and 
on that account reprobating the baptism of heretics, forwarded 
the African synod, on this subject, to Stephen, then Bishop of 
the Roman city, the twenty-sixth from blessed Peter : but his 
effort proved fruitless. Finally, those very bishops, who with 
him had determined that the heretics should be rebaptized, 
turning back to the ancient custom, issued a new decree.”* 

Waiving, however, all these motives for doubting of the fact 
which you allege, I proceed to your authorities, — the principal 
one of which is a letter bearing the name of Firmilian, bishop of 
Gesarea, in Cappadocia, whom, however, you repeatedly de- 
signate one of the African bishops. This document bears 
ample testimony to the authority claimed and exercised by 
Stephen, whilst it severely censures its exercise. “ I am,” 
«says the writer, “ justly indignant at this so open and manifest 
folly of Stephen, who, whilst he so boasts of the place of his 
bishopric, and contends that he holds die succession of Peter, 
upon whom the foundations of the Church were placed, never- 
theless, brings in many other roqks, and builds the new edifices 
of many churches, whilst he defends their baptism by his au- 
thority.”t 

Was not this the occasion to deny, in express terms, the 
truth of Stephen’s claims, if they could at all be brought in 
question ? Your author, however, is content with imputing to 
him folly , for an admission which appeared adverse to his own 
claims, and subversive of the constitution of the Church ; but 
he admits the fact of his succession to Peter, and that on Peter 
the Church was founded. The next passage which you cite, 
arraigns the Roman usages in the observance of Easter and 
other disciplinary matters ; but admits that these usages do not 
militate against Catholic unity, and blames Stephen for ven- 
turing to disturb this concord and union, and to reflect infamy 

* S. Hier. dial, contra Luciferian. 

t Ep. Firmiliani inter Cyprian, p. 265. Tom. III. Edit. Wirceburgi. 
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on the Apostles Peter and Paul, by tracing to them the practice 
which he then defended, as if it had come down to him by the 
tradition of his See.* In the third passage, he opposes to this 
custom that truth which came down from Christ and the 
Apostles, and which he fancied to favour his sentiment. All 
this does not imply a denial of the Primacy, but supposes an 
abuse of its powers, to sustain a local usage adverse to the 
true principles of Christianity. In the heat of disputation, this 
and much more might be said, by one professing, most sin- 
cerely, submission to the legitimate exercise of the Pontifical 
authority. In the defence of a false principle, a man, exas- 
perated by the threat of an exercise of authority which he re~ 
gards as wanton and unjust, will say much that is inconsistent 
with the reverence which he owes it and habitually cherishes : 
and the cause of the unbecoming language of Firmilian — if the 
letter be really his — is thus mentioned by Eusebius : “ Stephen 
had written concerning Helenus, and Firmilian, and all the 
priests through Cilicia, Cappadocia, and all the neighbouring 
provinces, that he would not communicate with them for this 
very reason, that they rebaptized heretics. ”t 

The passages of the letter to Pom pey, attributed to Cyprian, 
contain bitter complaints of the sanction apparently given to 
heresy by the decree of Stephen. The tradition which was 
alleged by him is impugned, and he is accused of placing a hu- 
man tradition above the truth of God. His Primacy, however, 
is not assailed, though he is censured as abusing the authority 
with which he is invested. You know too well the human 
heart, and the blind attachment of man to the error by which he 
is seduced, not to find it easy to reconcile these murmurs and 
strictures with the abstract admission of a superior authority* 

In the political occurrences of the day, we have a striking evi- 
dence of the admission of superior power, accompanied by cen- 
sures on its exercise, and in some cases by open resistance to 

* “ Adhuc etiam infamans Petrum et Paulum beatos apostolos, quasi 
hoc ipsi tradiderint ” Firmilian, Ep. 75, inter opera Cypriahi, p. 258. 

t Dionys Alex, ad Xystum P. relat. ab Eusebio Hist. Eccl. 1. vii. 5. 

II 
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it, as an abuse of official prerogative. Those who were roost 
vehement in denouncing the exercise of the veto by our late 
president, admitted the authority of his office, and even the 
constitutional right with which he was invested : and when a 
southern state placed herself in an attitude of resistance to the 
execution of some measures of the genera] government, she did 
not, in the assertion of her own sovereignty, deny that certain 
powers were lodged in the general government ; but, on the con- 
trary, she professed a willingness to respect their constitutional 
exercise. If the fact of resistance to authority implied its de- 
nial, or non-existence, I know not what power, civil or Eccle- 
siastical, could be maintained. 

To the list of interrogatories which follow your proofs, I 
have only to reply, that you will find them abundantly answer- 
ed in this and the preceding letter, in which numerous and 
strong passages of the saint have been cited, testifying the Pri- 
macy of Peter, and of the princely Chair which he founded, and 
recognising the right of the Roman Bishop to depose bishops 
unworthy of their office. Cyprian is on the calendar of saints, 
because, from the time of his conversion to Christianity he ex- 
ercised the sublime virtues, and in death he proved the ardour 
and constancy of his faith and love by a glorious martyrdom. 
If, at a time when the general practice of the Church was not 
fully ascertained by him, he favoured an erroneous sentiment ; — 
if in its defence, through zeal for the exclusive privileges of the 
Church, the spouse of Christ, he was wanting in deference to 
the Chief Bishop — which I am unwilling to believe, — there was 
in him no obstinate attachment to any heresy formally and 
solemnly proscribed in his day ; there was no rejection of the 
principle of authority, no proud revolt against his superior ; 
and the imperfections to which this controversy may have given 
occasion, were covered by the abundance of his charity, and 
expiated by his death for the faith of Jesus Christ. Stephen, 
as became his office, justly resisted the dangerous novelty, 
though sustained by a prelate so illustrious in the Church, and 
menaced to exercise those powers which God had given him, 
not against the truth, but for the truth. His decree was ground- 
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ed on the practice of the Church, and received subsequently 
the assent of the most venerable assemblies of its pastors ; and 
his memory is likewise in benediction, for he is honoured as a 
saint and martyr of Christ, though you assert that he “ at- 
tained no such distinction.” You think, that had our system 
then prevailed, “ the act of Stephen would have produced one 
of those two results : either Cyprian and his African colleagues 
must have submitted immediately, or they must have been cut 
off as obstinate schismatics.” The submission of Cyprian is 
supposed by St Augustin,* and maintained by St Jerome ;t but 
granting that he did not submit, Stephen not having actually 
executed his threat of excommunication, the rebaptizing bish- 
ops were not obstinate schismatics. They were men whose 
attachment to a novel practice placed them in opposition with 
the governing authority of the Church, and their disobedience 
could only be extenuated by the error of judgment, which im- 
plied no heresy as long as a formal definition was wanting on 
the subject. 

You admit that Stepheiracted towards the Africans in a man- 
ner similar to that in which Victor had acted towards the Asi- 
atics. In both instances the Pontiffs were correct, and their 
judgment was sustained by plenary or general councils. With 
regard to your assertion, that the Council of Arles confirmed 
the independence of the African church, I cannot but express 
my regret that you have allowed yourself to hazard a position 
which cannot be sustained by proof. 

The very abettors of the practice of rebaptizing derived 
their strongest argument from the promises made by Christ to 
Peter, which, according to them, regarded him only, and the 
Church connected with him, and could not at all be extended 
to heretical conventicles. “ The greatness of the error,” writes 
Firmilian, in the passage quoted by you, u and the strange 
blindness of him who says that the remission of sins can be 
given in the synagogues of heretics, and does not abide on the 
foundation of the one Church, which was once built by Christ 

* S. Aug. sup.cit., p. 131. t S. Jerome, *up., p. 132. 
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on the rock v may be understood from this,* * * § that to Peter alone 
Christ said : ‘ Whatsoever thou shall bind on earth, shall be 
bound in heaven : and whatsoever thou shait loose on earth, 
shall be loosed also in heaven.’ ”t 

You assert that Cyprian was not blamed for his independ- 
ence ; but you have heard his great admirer, St Augustin, 
speak of his conduct in this respect, as the blemish of a most 
pure soul, covered with the breast of charity, and cleansed with 
the scythe of martyrdom. This saint refuses to review or to 
vindicate what, under excited feeling, Cyprian may have writ- 
ten against Stephen.:): Your inconsistency in censuring Victor 
and Stephen for “ tyrannical assumption of power,” whilst you 
admit that they sustained the correct principle and practice, 
must be apparent to every reflecting mind : still more manifest 
is the inconsistency of your attempting to prove a contrast be- 
tween the primitive Church of Rome and the Church of Rome 
at this day, whilst you state that these two Pontiffs,— the one 
living in the middle of the third century, the other towards the 
close of the second, — assumed those very powers which are now 
claimed, and exercised the highest acts of Church authority. It 
is easy to imagine a contrast, and to cast censure on the dead, 
whilst history, holding up facts to view, dissipates light theo- 
ries and assertions, and vindicates these illustrious men. Victor 
and Stephen, martyrs of Christ, are above the reach of censure. 
Cyprian, likewise a saint and martyr, needs no apology but that 
offered by the great Augustin, whose words, addressed to the 
Donatists, shall close this letter: “ You are, indeed, accustom- 
ed to object to us the letters of Cyprian, the opinion of Cyprian, 
the Council of Cyprian : why do you take the authority of Cy- 
prian for your schism, and reject his example for the peace of 
the Church ?”§ 

* “ Hinc intelligi potest— qualis error sit.” Bishop Hopkins trans- 
lates it : “ He should understand/* referring it to Stephen. This violates 
grammar and sense. 

t Firmilian, ad Cypr. inter opera Cyp. p. 157. Ed. H. 

X S. Aug. 1. v. contra Donatistas, c. 25, p. 158. Ed. Ven. Tom. IX. 
“ Jam ilia qu® in Stephanum irritatus effudit retraotare nolo.” 

§ S. Aug. 1. ii. de bapt. contra Donat, c. iii. p. 98. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

You introduce us to the fourth century by referring to Lac- 
tantius, whose«testimony, however, you declare to be merely 
“ negative.” I should hope to be dispensed from hearing such 
a witness! Though negative for you, he clearly states that 
Peter and Paul preached at Rome all that Christ had revealed,* 
as appears from the passage which you quote ; and towards the 
close of the same chapter, he mentions their martyrdom in that 
city under Nero. The plan of his work did not require him to 
enter into an exposition of the organization of the Christian 
Church, since he wrote to show* that in Christianity was to 
be found that true wisdom, which was sought for in vain in the 
schools of pagan philosophy. In the last chapter only he ad- 
verts to the heresies introduced among the professors of the 
religion of Christ; and he is content with pointing out some 
obvious marks whereby all sects may be avoided, and the true 
religion ascertained, which you would do well seriously to con- 
sider. “ For when,” says he, “ they are styled Phrygians, or 
Novatians, or Yalentinians, or Marcionites, or Anthropians, or 
Arians, or by any other name, they have ceased to be Chris- 
tians, since, having lost the name of Christ, they have adopted 
human and strange appellations. Therefore the Catholic 
Church is the only one which retains the true worship. This 
is the fountain of truth, this is the dwelling of faith, this is the 
temple of God, into which whoever does not enter, or from 

* Lactantius de vera sap. 1. iv. § 221, pp. 227, 298. 

M* 
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which whoever departs, forfeits the hope of life and eternal 
salvation. It behoves no one to flatter himself by obstinate con- 
tention, for life and salvation are at stake, which will be lost 
and forfeited, unless cautiously and diligently provided for. 
But, however, as all the assemblies of heretics think that they 
especially are Christians, and that theirs is the Catholic Church, 
it should be known that the true Church is that in which con- 
fession and penance exist, which happily cures the sins and 
wounds to which the weakness of the flesh is subject.”* With 
this testimony, we have every reason to be satisfied. 

We shall now pass with you to Eusebius, the Church histo- 
rian, who, you say, “ furnishes the strongest circumstantial 
evidence against our doctrine of supremacy ™ I thank you 
for the avowal, and might at once dispense myself from exam- 
ining his testimony. He furnishes, confessedly, no positive 
evidence against it, and as circumstantial proof, like negative 
argumentation, is only admissible where positive evidence is 
wanting, we might spare ourselves, and our readers, the labour 
of an investigation which is necessarily inconclusive. The 
authority of Eusebius, as a commentator of Scripture, is first 
put forward. On the twenty-eighth verse of the sixty-seventh 
Psalm, which you call the sixty-eighth, after the Hebrew divi- 
sion, where it is said : “ there is Benjamin, a youth in ecstacy 
of mind,”t or as some render it, “ their instructor,” “ their 
ruler,” Eusebius remarks that Paul, of that tribe, seems to be 
pointed out by the Psalmist ; whence you infer that Paul being 
the subject of special prophecy, and being said to rule over the 
churches first, and after Paul the other Apostles, the Primacy 
of Peter must have been unknown to Eusebius. You must, 
however, know, that no argument can be adduced from so un- 
certain an interpretation, and that as it does not prove a ruling 


* Lactantius de vera sap., 1. iv. c. xxx. 

t Bishop H. states for our satisfaction and information, that Jerome, 
and after him Montanus, give the passage according to the Hebrew D*V>. 
The Vulgate follows the Septuagint interpreters, who certainly knew 
Hebrew, but the sense of the passage is obscure. 
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power in Paul above the other Apostles, so it does not disprove 
a superior authority in one of them above him. He might have 
been present to the prophetic vision as the most conspicuous 
in the Apostolic choir, for the greatness of his labours, the 
number of his writings, and the ardour of his solicitude for all 
the churches. His miraculous conversion, whereby a perse- 
cutor became an Apostle of Jesus Christ, was a sufficient reason 
why he should be made the distinct subject of prophecy : but 
the order established among the Apostles must be determined, 
not by any obscure or mystical allusion, but by the express 
words of their Divine Master. 

The casual expression of Eusebius, who calls Paul “ the holy 
Apostle, and truly the first of all,” is entirely misunderstood by 
you, as you yourself will allow when I give you the whole 
sentence. In this work the author purposes to overthrow a 
prevailing prejudice, that Christian faith was a rash assent sus- 
tained by no proof. He declares that he will adduce many and 
manifest arguments to the contrary, and adds : “ for since with- 
in the recollection of our Fathers, some writing against the 
Gentiles and answering them, others expounding the divine 
Scriptures, others more accurately proving the dogmas of truth, 
have left many works to us, this method which we now adopt 
has been discovered, although first of all that holy Apostle 
Paul, casting far away all probable cavilling, and bringing 
certain proofs, said : * Our discourse and preaching are not 
in the persuasive words of human wisdom, but in the mani- 
festation of the spirit and of power.* ”* I leave it to your 
candour to say, whether Paul is here called ‘ first of all the 
Apostles,’ and not rather first , as having long before all apolo- 
gists of Christianity proved it by unquestionable evidences of 
its divine origin. I cannot suppose that with a knowledge of 
the context, you ventured to lay stress upon this expression. 
It would be much more conducive to the cause of truth to ad- 

* Euseb. de Pr®p. Evang. 1. 1. c. 3. “ Primus omnium sacer ille 
Apostolus Paulus, probabilitatem omnem cavillatoriam longe abjiciens, 
ac certas afferens probationes ait.” 
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vert to the passages of this same chapter in which the privileges 
of the Church, founded on the rock, are strongly insisted on. 
“ It is certain, then,” says Eusebius, “ that our Saviour fore- 
told that his doctrine would be preached throughout the world 
in testimony to all nations, and that the Church which was 
afterwards to be established by his power, would be invincible 
and impregnable, nor ever overcome by death, but would be 
firm and immovable as established and founded on a rock: 
and he has in fact done what he foretold. For already the 
fame of his Gospel has filled the world from east to west, and 
has reached all nations, and its preaching spreads daily. The 
Church, also, receiving its appellation from him has taken root, 
and being celebrated to the skies by the discourses of holy 
men, shines with the light and splendour of orthodox faith ; 
nor does it flee before its enemies, nor yield to the very gates of 
death, in consequence of the few words which he uttered : * On 
the rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it.* ”* 

After this I shall leave you to enjoy the benefit of your 
argument, from the praises bestowed by Eusebius on St Peter, 
for not causing to be recorded by Mark the glorious promise 
made him by the Saviour. It was enough that he established 
the Church at Rome, and left there the chair of authority ; and 
that in the distant churches of Asia, where the pre-eminence 
of the Roman See was most likely to be called in question, the 
Gospels of Matthew and of John attested the privileges be- 
stowed on him who was its founder. The modesty which 
does not make an ostentatious display of power is no argument 
against its existence. 

That the authority conferred on Peter was not merely 
personal is evident from its nature, from its exercise and 
recognition in all succeeding ages. It was the authority of a 
pastor over the entire flock of Christ, which always needs the 
same care and government; it was that of the ruler of a 
spiritual kingdom, which must always continue, lest by divi- 

* Euseb. de Pnep. Evang. 1. 1, c. 3. 
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sions it should be brought to desolation ; it was as a foundation, 
the taking away whereof would necessarily be the overthrow 
of the entire edifice. You assume, as undoubted, that Peter 
suppressed all mention of it in his communications to Mark, 
and omitted it in his preaching ! because Eusebius admires his 
modesty in not causing it to be recorded by his disciple.* 
There is a difference, which does not seem to have occurred 
to you, between St Peter and St Paul, in regard to the magni- 
fying of their office, which you think Peter should have done 
were he really Primate. Doubtless, both Apostles might have 
done it lawfully and usefully, whenever it was necessary to 
vindicate it against the censorious and malignant, as it was in 
the case of St Paul when certain teachers at Corinth decried 
his authority ; but, in stating the divine origin of his apostle- 
ship, this Apostle took care to observe, that he had been a per- 
secutor, and that he was not worthy of the name of an Apostle. 
Had Peter referred to the occasion in which the extraordinary 
promises had been made him, he would have appeared in some 
measure to proclaim his own praise, since his glorious con- 
fession of the Messiah had given occasion to the eulogies and 
favours which our Saviour bestowed on him. His successors 
in the See of Rome can, without any appearance or danger of 
vanity, dwell on the privileges of their office, because they 
are not conferred on them as a personal reward, but are an 
inheritance derived from the prince of the Apostles, whose 
merit, as St Leo so beautifully remarks, does not fail even in 
the unworthy heir of his authority.t 

Arguments, such as those just refuted, could only have been 
brought forward in the entire absence of all real evidence 
against the Primacy. You invite us, now, to open the history 
of this ancient writer, and you assure us, that his testimony 

* Si ’ 0ix.it etc irpo<ptpnt petprvpUt. Bishop Hopkins translates it: 
“ by his own testimony.” It should be u a domestic testimony.” 
t Cujus etiam dignitas in indigno haerede non deficit. S. Leo de 
anniversar. assumpt. suae. 
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therein, “both negatively and circumstantially is absolutely 
fatal to our daim.” 

“ The names of our Saviour's Apostles/* says Eusebius, 
“ are sufficiently obvious to every one, from the Gospels, but 
of the seventy disciples* there is no catalogue any where. Cle- 
ment, in the fifth book of the ‘ Hypotyposes,’ says, that the 
Cephas, of whom Paul says that he came to Antioch, and that 
he withstood him to his face, was one of the seventy disciples 
who had the same name with Peter the Apostle/’* So far, at 
least, Eusebius has done no injury to the Primacy by preserv- 
ing the testimony of Clement of Alexandria, on a point of some 
critical interest Another passage in this chapter escaped your 
notice, in which it is stated, on the authority of St Paul, that 
Christ, after his resurrection, appeared “ first of all to Cephas, 
and afterwards to the twelve a circumstance not unworthy of 
attention .t 

You next give us an extract from the first chapter of the se> 
cond book, in which Eusebius thus uses the testimony of Cle- 
ment. “ He (Clement) says, that after the ascension of our 
Saviour, Peter, James and John, though they had been prefer- 
red by the Lord, did not contend for the honour, but chose 
James the Just for bishop of Jerusalem.” And again: “ The 
Lord imparted the gift of knowledge to James the Just, and to 
John, and Peter, after his resurrection.” The passage relating 
to the miraculous call of Paul to the Apostleship, does not con- 

* Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1 i. c. 12. 

1 Potter, archbishop of Canterbury, has not thought this circum- 
stance unworthy of remark. “ Our Lord appeared to Peter after his re- 
surrection, before the rest of the Apostles ; and, before this, he sent the 
message of his resurrection to him in particular ” He relates the various 
acts of Peter after the ascension of our Lord, and concludes thus : “ From 
these and other examples which occur in the Scriptures, it is evident 
that St Peter acted as Chief of the College of Apostles, and so he is con- 
stantly described by the primitive writers of the Church, who call him 
the Head, the President, the Prolocutor, the Chief, the Foreman of the 
Apostles, with several other titles of distinction.” — On Church Govern- 
ment, pp. 72, 74. 
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tain a word to warrant the idea that he was the chief of the 
Apostles, nor is there any semblance of proof that such was the 
opinion of Eusebius. The admiration expressed by Clement, 
that there was no contention among the three most favoured 
Apostles of Christ about the honour of being bishop of Jerusa- 
lem, does not surely suppose that bishopric to be something 
greater than their actual dignity as Apostles ; but shows that 
they were disinterested, and that they cared net to secure to 
themselves a place which, at that early period of the Church, 
had more attractions than any other. Peter might have assumed 
that special bishopric, and made Jerusalem, what Rome after- 
wards became, the seat of his authority : but he regarded not 
his own convenience, but the will and glory of the Almighty. 
In this chapter Eusebius mentions that Simon Magus was finally 
detected by Peter, and suffered the just punishment of his per- 
fidy. In the fourteenth chapter this is stated more at large, 
and the Primacy of Peter is plainly and broadly asserted. 

Eusebius first states that Simon Magus was confounded and 
exposed in Judea by Peter the Apostle, and that having thence 
proceeded to Rome, “ the all-bountiful and kind providence that 
watches over all things, led to Rome, as against such a pest of 
life, the strongest and greatest of the Apostles, Peter, who, by 
reason of his virtue was the leader of all the rest.”* You 
find fault with the version of this passage given by Valesius, 
and you translate it : “ Peter, the powerful and great Apostle, 
who, on account of his ability, was the advocate of all the rest.” 
Not to embarrass the general reader with a critical disquisition, 
I refer to the notef for the justification of the received version, 

* J» iretfayet&oe x*) yiK'u&garroTat'ni ray oxay irgovoia t roy ntfgTigov 
x&\ fxiycn rmy dnoroKaty, roy «g* riie htxct rmy \ei7rmy avdyrmy fr^on- 
yo^ot n*T§ov, \sri T*r p ei/uuiy me in niMxxroy w/utmyei fiix 
Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 1. ii. 14. v 

t I am sorry to find that Bishop Hopkins charges Valesius with un- 
faithfulness in his translation, because he has given the superlative most 
powerful and greatest , and called Peter Prince and Patron of the Apos- 
tles, rather than their advocate. Every Greek scholar will perceive that 
the bishop, and not Valesius, is mistaken. Adjectives in the positive 
form, followed by a genitive plural, sometimes convey a superlative 
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and merely observe, that the text contains a comparison which 
your translation conceals,— ascribes to the virtue of Peter what 
you attribute to his ability, and represents him as a leader. 
You gather from it only “the primacy which an advocate 
possesses by his skill in pleading a cause for his clients,” as if 
fluency of speech, tact, and other natural qualifications, gained 
for him a certain precedency of place, whilst the Scripture 
ascribes an authoritative Primacy to his faith and love. 

It is needless to copy out the passage which you have quoted 
from the next chapter of Eusebius, in which he relates the great 
success of the preaching of Peter at Rome, and the occasion 
which was thereby presented to Mark to write his Gospel, in 
order to satisfy the ardent wishes of the faithful : or the twenty- 
fifth chapter, in which the martyrdom of Peter and Paul is 
narrated, reference being also made to it in the first chapter of 
the third book. As we are agreed on these facts, the reader 
maybe spared their repetition. You observe that the authority 
of Peter over the other Apostles is not stated ; but it was already 
mentioned in the passage which we have examined, of the four- 
teenth chapter of the preceding book, and no occasion was fur- 
ther offered to the historian to make mention of it. History is 
written to record facts, rather than to set forth or define the spe- 
cial powers of the various prelates of the Church. 

From the narrative of Eusebius, that “ after the martyrdom of 
Paul and Peter, Linus was the first who received the Episco- 
pate of the Church of the Romans,” as is stated in the second 
and fourth chapters, you conclude that Peter was not himself 
Bishop of Rome. We must then say that it had no Bishop 
in the lifetime of the Apostles, and that Peter governed it with 
the plenitude of Apostolic authority. But the object of the 
historian is to show the succession of those who followed Peter, 

sense. Sit t 0««W means ‘ supreme goddess Sin. yurauxcer, ‘the most excel* 
lent of women.’ Iliad , passim. Scu/mout 0! most excellent guest . 

Odyss. xiv. 448. Pair onus corresponds to rgoa^ogoc. It means some- 
times ‘ one who pleads a cause,’ but in this sense it conld scarcely be ap- 
plied to Peter, as the Apostles needed no defender. In adding “ Prin- 
ceps,” Valesius only meant to deyelope the meaning more accurately, 
and used a word applied by all the Fathers to Peter. 
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which presupposes the exercise of Episcopal authority by him 
to whom all others succeed. He does not, therefore, point out 
Linus as the first who governed the Roman Church, but “ as 
the first after Peter,” as he expressly says,* and all antiquity 
designates that See “ the Chair of Peter.” 

In recording the names of the bishops who occupied the 
various Sees, Eusebius does not appear to you to make any 
distinction between the bishops whose succession he records. 
Thus you say “ in Book iv., ch. 4, he gives us an account of 
what the title to the chapter calls the bishops of Alexandria 
and Rome under the same emperor.” The inversion of order 
in your version is here somewhat singular, since the title speaks 
of Rome and Alexandria : nor is this the only instance of this 
character. Eusebius generally observes this precedency, as in 
the passage which you have partly quoted : “ In the third year 
of the reign of Hadrian, Alexander, Bishop of the Romans, 
dies, having terminated the tenth year of his administration, 
and was succeeded by Xystus. About the same time Justus 
succeeds Primus, who was in the twelfth year of his presidency 
over the parish of the Alexandrines. ”t There is, surely, some 
distinction in the order and in the expressions, and though I 
am not anxious to give importance to either, whilst more conclu- 
sive evidences abound, I cannot but remind you of them, when 
you assert so confidently the total absence of all distinction. 
You censure Yalesius for rendering in some places the “Epis- 
copate” by the classical term of Pontificate, though long before 
the days of Eusebius, the Bishop of Rome was styled by Ter- 
tuilian,— sarcastically indeed, but yet with reference to his ac- 
knowledged power,— the Sovereign Pontiff. 

If nothing, then, be said, as you observe, of the Apostolic See, 
it is nevertheless distinctly stated that Eleutherus, the twelfth 
in succession from the Apostles, received the Episcopate.^ If 

* XlfaVo; fxi'tct n t<rgov Pa t/utttioei mr tTintoinir 5/to 

srgo ngoF xxygad'f/? /«/toA*retf, Euseb. 1. iii. c. 4. 
t Euseb. Hist., 1. iv. c. 4. 

$ Eus. 1. iv. c. 1. Hist. Ecc. 
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‘the chair of Peter,’ * the Chief See,’ ‘ the mother and root of all 
churches,’ be not mentioned by the historian, it is sufficient for 
us to know that all these terms were applied to the Roman Church 
by St Cyprian, nearly eighty years before Eusebius wrote his 
history. What you allege on his authority, that the very chair 
on which James the bishop of Jerusalem sat, was preserved 
with reverence down to his time,* proves how natural and how 
ancient is the veneration of relics, or memorials of the departed 
just: but it proves nothing against the Apostolic authority of 
Peter and his successors, and I know not how its introduction 
here can illustrate the point in dispute. 

In regard to the controversy concerning the paschal observ- 
ance, as I have already treated of it elsewhere, I feel that it 
would be abusing the reader’s patience to re-open its examina- 
tion. The facts related by Eusebius fully harmonize with our 
principles. Local synods were convoked, but that of Rome 
carried with it greater weight than all others. Victor directs 
Polycrates to assemble his fellow bishops, and endeavour to 
induce them to conform to the general usage of the Church. 
Polycrates obeys: but all remonstrate. Victor, finding that 
persuasion and all conciliatory measures fail, resolves on the 
severest exercise of his authority. Some deem this harshness, 
and write with bitterness against it, whilst Irenaeus respect- 
ftollyt remonstrates ; and the Pontiff relents, and tolerates what 
he cannot now remedy, without severing from the Church many, 
of its valuable members. 

Of the points you have marked as hostile to our claims, the 
first is the convocation of these local councils without any direc- 
tion from the Bishop of Rome: yet you tell us immediately 
aftet, that “Victor, the Bishop of Rome, takes upon him to 
request Polycrates, bishop of Samos, to summon a council and 
concur with the decision of the Western churches ; threatening 
him, too, as it seems by Polycrates’s answer, with the conse- 
quences of refusal.” A request, accompanied by a threat, you 

* Eus. 1. vii. c. 19. 

t Tlgortufarns. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., 1. 5. c. 24. 
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will allow, very much resembles a command, and it seems that 
Polycrates, far from disregarding the threat, summoned the 
council, although he sent a strong remonstrance in vindication 
of the practice of the Eastern churches. As to the other synods, 
it matters little for our point whether they were called together 
by order of Victor, or whether they assembled in virtue of a 
summons from the local prelate of highest rank. To this day 
provincial councils can be held without any special leave or 
order from the Bishop of Rome. You state that Eusebius con- 
demns Victor. 1 have, again and again, perused his narrative 
without being able to find the proof of your assertion. He re- 
lates the murmurs and remonstrances of several bishops against 
the threatened measure, who, as you rather ambiguously trans- 
late, “pressed upon him with great severity.”* The whole 
narrative shows that the historian regarded the obstinacy of 
the Asiatics as unjustifiable, though he may have inclined tb 
the sentiment of those who thought the severity of Victor pre- 
cipitated 

Eusebius’s narrative of the controversy concerning baptism, 
shows that he considered Cyprian in error as innovating on 
ancient usage, and Stephen right in opposing the change. The 
great displeasure which, as he informs us, Stephen feltjat the 
attempt of Cyprian to introduce a new practice, surely indicates 
the feeling of a Superior who watched over the integrity of 
faith, and the maintenance of tradition unchanged throughout 


* QtigQinrtu xat# cti rovrott wAi»*T/x«T«gov Kct&a.ir'ro/ulfat 

t« B/xTogoc. The verb here used means invariably in Homer to address 
courteously. Some later writers use it to express invective. See Dam- 
mii Lexicon Homericum. 

f Archbishop Potter speaks of the act of Victor as unjust, but adds : 
“ however, it is a good evidence that excommunication was used at this 
time in the Church .** — On Church Government, p. 335. He might have 
said with equal truth, that it is good evidence that the Roman Bishop 
claimed and exercised power over the bishops of Asia, and that these 
claims were not called in question, though the exercise of the power 
was complained of. 

t 'Eus. Hist., 1. vii. c. 3. E?r/ rovr# 
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the whole Church. The letter of Dionysius of Alexandria to 
Pope Xystus, of which the historian gives an extract, shows 
the measures which Stephen had threatened to adopt against 
the Asiatic prelates who presumed to rebaptize, but does not at 
all present these measures as acts of usurped authority. On 
the contrary, he states that, as it was reported to him that in 
very great synods the practice of rebaptizing had been sanc- 
tioned, he had written to Stephen in terms of earnest entreaty.* 
How all this is u totally irreconcilable with our doctrine of 
supremacy,” you may have perceived, but certainly have not 
informed us. We see in it strong evidence that the Bishop of 
Rome exercised at that time the same power which hi3 success- 
or now claims, and though some clung with fond attachment 
to usages which he condemned, they did not question the au- 
thority of his office. They remonstrated and entreated, and in 
some instances proved refractory, always alleging that the cir- 
cumstances did not call for the measures which were urged on 
them. 

The history of the council of Antioch, as related by Euse- 
bius,! appears to you inconsistent with our doctrine on the 
Primacy of the Roman Bishop, because the heresy of Paul of 
Samosata, bishop of Antioch, was condemned in that council, 
he himself deposed, and Domnus substituted in his place, with- 
out any intervention of the Bishop of Rome. Give me leave 
o observe again, that a wide distinction exists between the 
Primacy itself, which is of divine institution, and the exercise 
of rights that may emanate from it, which may be regulated by 
special arrangements and enactments suited to the diversity of 
times and places. The causes of faith are, according to the 
present discipline of the Church, reserved to the Holy See and 
(Ecumenical Councils ; but before the introduction of this dis- 
cipline, they were often examined in' councils, provincial, na- 
tional, or of a more ample, though not general character. The 
decisions were transmitted, however, to the successor of St 

* Eus. Hist., 1. vii. c. 3. ITifi rcurmv tr&i'rtH 

t Euseb. 1. vii. c. 27. Hist. Eccl. 
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Peter, and communicated likewise to the prelates of the Uni- 
versal Church, that by the confirmation of Him whose privi- 
lege it is to confirm his brethren in faith, and the concurrence 
of his colleagues, they might be regarded as the authentic 
judgment of the whole Episcopal College. Hence, the coun- 
cil of Antioch directed the report of their proceedings in the 
first instance to Dionysius, Bishop of Rome, next to Maximus 
of Alexandria, and then to all their colleagues, and the whole 
Catholic Church. This was done with one accord, by unani- 
mous determination,* to give the last seal to the decision, and 
it was only when the approbation of Rome was received, that 
the cause was considered as terminated/! - 

The deposition of the heretical bishop, and the substitutibn 
of another by the council, were in accordance with the disci- 
pline of that age. As long as they were not reserved to the 
Chief Pastor himself, these acts could be done by the local tri- 
bunal formed by the bishops of the province, with their metro- 
politan at their head, or a greater assembly of bishops with a 
higher presiding prelate. To save the Episcopal character and 
dignity from being sacrificed to individual partialities and local 
prejudices, both are now referred to the Bishop and Father of 
bishops. Your reasoning, then, on the proceedings of the 
council falls to the ground, when the diversity of disciplinary 
regulations in various ages is attended to. These proceedings 
were right, and perfectly in harmony with the Primacy ; but at 
this day, the course would be somewhat different, because 
modified by posterior Ecclesiastical legislation. I need not 
tell you, that in republics and empires, the exercise of the pre- 
rogatives of public functionaries, even of the highest order, may 
wisely vary in conformity with positive enactments or regula- 
tions suited to circumstances. 

The high rank of the Bishop of Rome in the Church of 

* i k xo/vitc yvu/ui»s 7 ex communi sententia. Bishop Hopkins's ver- 
sion has i by common consent * in italics, as if to insinuate that it was a 
matter of courtesy and choice, rather than a duty which they judged it 
necessary to fulfil. The force of the Greek text is, by unanimous decree. 

t Augustin,. Serai. 132, de verbis Apost. c. 10. 

N* 
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Christ, is not only apparent from the mention of his name at 
the commencement of the epistle of the council, but also from 
the fact that the pagan emperor, Aurelian, left the decision of 
the right of property or occupancy of the Church, from which 
Paul of Samosata was driven, to him, at least virtually, by or- 
dering the building to be given up to those to whom the bishops 
of Italy and the Bishop of Rome should write.* The special 
mention of the Roman Bishop shows his pre-eminence, and 
the mention of the bishops of Italy in conjunction with him 
was, because they were known to be in his communion. Nei- 
ther he, nor they, could have been regarded in the affairs of 
the Eastern church, had no special Ecclesiastical power been 
vested in either. It is manifest that they could not claim it : 
and consequently it must be his prerogative. 

The letters of Constantine, whieh Eusebius has preserved, 
are referred to in the next place, for evidence against the Pri- 
macy of the Roman Bishop. To form a more correct judg- 
ment of them, it is necessary that we should explain the occa- 
sion on which they were written. Early in the fourth century, 
the disappointed ambition of some individuals gave rise to the 
schism of the Donatists, who both assailed the character, and 
called in question the lawfulness of the election and ordination of 
Cecilian, bishop of Carthage, and endeavoured to intrude Majori- 
nus in his stead. They accused him of having been ordained 
by, and continuing in communion with, bishops guilty of de- 
livering over the Divine Scriptures to the pagans in the time of 
persecution. The schismatics applied to Anulinus, proconsul 
of Africa, and, through him, to the emperor Constantine, beg- 
ging that the facts of the case might be investigated, and that 
the judges might be chosen from Gaul, where the emperor then 
was. Constantine, on reading their petition, observed : “You 
ask of me a trial in the world, when I myself await the judg- 
ment of Christ.”t However, he deemed it expedient to yield 
to their request, and therefore appointed three French bishops 
to assist at the trial, but referred the examination of the cause 

* Euseb. 1. vii. c. 30. t Optat. Milev. 1. 1, n. 23. 
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to Miltiades, the Bishop of Rome, that “ before him, as also 
before Rheticius, Maternus and Marinus his colleagues, Cecilian 
might be heard, as was most conformable to the divine law.” 
On this occasion he addressed a letter, whose inscription now 
reads : “ Constantine Augustus to Miltiades, Bishop of Rome, 
and to Marcus.”* * * § “ Here it is evident (you observe) that the 
Bishop of Rome is not addressed as a man who already held 
the office of appellant judge over the whole Church, but con- 
jointly with Marcus, and merely as an equal among his col- 
leagues.” To me, this is not, by any means, evident. On the 
contrary, Constantine having already expressed his astonish- 
ment, that his authority should be at all appealed to in a cause 
of this nature, and having referred the matter to Miltiades, con- 
trary to the wishes of the Donatists, but “ as was most con- 
formable to the divine law,” yielded only so far to their request 
as to name three French bishops, t who would concur with the 
Pontiff in the hearing of the cause. He knew, therefore, that 
of divine right it appertained to this tribunal. The appoint- 
ment of these bishops, as associate judges, was a measure of 
prudence, directed to conciliate the Donatists, and to dispose 
them for receiving the decision with submission ; but neither 
was it intended nor calculated to reduce the Pontiff to a state 
of equality with his colleagues, in which he might be forced to 
yield to their votes. With the same view of making the ex- 
amination with the greatest solemnity, MelchiadesJ called to his 
aid fifteen Italian bishops, so that the trial took place in the 
presence of nineteen bishops, over whom Melchiades presided. 
Hence the judgment passed on this occasion is styled by St 
Augustin in many parts of his works 41 the judgment of Mel- 
chiades.”§ It is plain, therefore, that he was not as an equal 
among his colleagues, and that he did not act by the mere de- 
legation of the emperor; for what delegate judge, to whom as- 

* Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 1. x. c. 5. 

t Maternus of Cologne, then considered as part of the Gauls, Rheti- 
cius of Autun, and Marinus of Arles. They are inaccurately called 
“ bishops of Italy” by Bishop Hopkins. 

t The name is variously written.. 

§ Brevic. Collat. diei. 3. c. 18. c. 20, u in judicio Melchiadis.” 
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sociates had been given to control and guard his decision, would 
dare call in a number of others, and place them on the judg- 
ment-seat with those specially appointed? As to Marcus, 
named after Miltiades in the inscription, we know not who he 
was, so that it is not easy to derive an argument from the ad- 
dition of his name to that of the Pontiff. * It is not strange that 
the complaints of the Donatists were made to the emperor, and 
not to the Pope ; for schismatics are wont to crouch to the civil 
power, and to seek its favour and protection ; but Constantine 
sufficiently declared, that the divine law had provided a differ- 
ent tribunal. 

The next letter of Constantine, quoted by you from Euse- 
bius, is addressed to Chrestus, bishop of Syracuse, and is a 
summons to attend a council to be held at Arles, for the pur- 
pose of terminating the schism for which the sentence of the 
Homan Council under Melchiades had not proved an efficacious 
remedy. You compare the address of this epistle “ singly to 
the bishop of Syracuse,” with that to Miltiades, the Roman 
Bishop, and Marcus ; and without caring to ascertain by what 
chance this name came there, or whom it designates, you say 
that this letter was addressed to Miltiades and others . But 
this surely is too trivial for a scholar. You remark that “ the 
peace of the Church had not been restored by the judgment of 
the bishops of Italy, including the Bishop of Rome : but is it 
any thing strange that schismatics should not acquiesce in 
a sentence pronounced against them ? “How can it be ex- 
pected,” — asks St Augustin, in reference to this very case, — 
“ that a party with a bad cause should praise the judges by 
whose sentence he was defeated ?”t The obstinacy of the 
Donatists excited the indignation of the emperor himself, who, 
on hearing of their appeal, exclaimed : “ O raging and frantic 


* See Baron. Ann. an. 313. Tom . III. p. 105, who conjectures that it is 
a mistake, and that an epithet of the Roman Bishop was originally there. 
The learned lawyer Clinch thinks differently. See his work on Church 
Government, p. 166. Note, 
t Aug. Epist. 162. 
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audacity ! as is usual in the causes of the Gentiles, they have 
lodged an appeal !”* His solicitude, however, to restore peace 
induced him to allow the cause to be re-opened at Arles in a 
more numerous assembly, that the complaints made by the 
Donatists of the partiality of the judges might lose all semblance 
of truth. “ He granted,” says St Augustin, “ this new trial at 
Arles, by other bishops, not because it was any longer neces- 
sary, but yielding to their perversity, and desiring by every 
means possible to restrain their importunity.”t The adoption 
of this measure by the emperor, with these views and under 
these circumstances, in a cause that more immediately regarded 
persons than faith, is no proof that he did not recognise the 
Primacy of the Holy See. His interference in the whole affair 
-was manifestly reluctant, and solely directed to procure peace, 
by the adoption of every measure that might appear equitable 
and just, even to the most refractory. In the letter to Chrestus, 
he expressly states that the discord should have ceased, by the 
willing assent of the parties, on the issuing of the judgment. 
This you understand of a voluntary agreement, though a deci- 
sion surely implies the obligation of submission. 

With your eulogies of Eusebius, whom you have placed 
among the saints, I am not disposed to interfere, farther than to 
remark that he is generally reputed to have been infected with 
the heresy of Arius. But his history is a precious treasure of 
antiquity, in which are preserved many documents that would 
otherwise have been lost, and the memory of many facts that 
might otherwise be unknown. It is, nevertheless, liable to 
many exceptions, though not as containing any thing irrecon- 
cileable with the Primacy of Peter and his successors in the 
Roman See. The “ circumstantial evidence” which you 
have thought that you discovered in it against this Primacy, is 
purely imaginary. Eusebius, on the contrary, bears positive 
evidence in its favour, by asserting that Peter was the strong 

* “O rabida furoris audacia ! Sicut in causis gentilium fieri solet, 
appellationera interposuerunt.” S. Opt. Mil. 1. i. n. 24. 

t S. Aug. Ep. 162. 
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and great one of the Apostles 9 the leader of the rest— that on 
him, as on a rock, the Church was built — that he preached the 
faith, successfully, at Rome, and sealed it by martyrdom— that 
the succession of bishops was there continued — that to Rome 
recourse was had in all the great controversies of the times — 
and that its bishop issued his decrees to Asia, and to Africa, 
equally as to the less distant provinces, and enforced them with 
the highest exercise of Ecclesiastical power. These facts are 
sufficient to convince us of the faith and practice of the Christian 
world, during the ages which Eusebius has described, and 
abundantly supply the absence of pompous phrases, or learned 
dissertations on Pontifical prerogative. 

The silence of the Council of Arles, in regard to the authori- 
ty of the Holy See, will not surprise those who consider that 
no controversy agitated the Church at that time, and that it is 
not the practice of the Church to define undisputed doctrines. 
It was enough to enforce the observance of the general practice of 
the Church in regard to baptism administered by heretics, and 
thus by the fact to sustain the exercise of Pontifical authority. 

You conclude your fifteenth chapter with the observation, 
that you “ will not say that no honest mind, with these facts be- 
fore it, can subscribe to our doctrine, because you cannot tell 
to what extent an honest mind may be deluded.” You will not, 
of course, be offended, if I, for the same reason, abstain from 
saying, that no honest mind, with the authorities of Scripture, 
and of the early writers of the Church, and the facts of early 
history before it, can reject the Primacy ; but when you add, 
that our appeal to antiquity on this head presumes most strongly 
on the ignorance of mankind, the confidence of your assertion 
leaves me without expression. For its refutation, I need only 
refer to the testimonies which you yourself have quoted. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

* 

Your sixteenth chapter contains an exposition of our doc- 
trine on General Councils, derived from our Douay Cate- 
chism, and from our canon law, as you state, on the autho- 
rity of the canonist Gibert. I regret that, in an investiga- 
tion of such importance, you have not had recourse to the foun- 
tain, rather than to any channel through which its waters may 
flow ; and that you should embarrass the controversy concern- 
ing the Primacy, by discussions about its rightful prerogatives. 
Christian union being so desirable, we should seek to ascertain 
what is absolutely essential to our agreement in faith, and re- 
serve other investigations, as of minor importance, to the happy 
time in which we might mutually embrace each other as breth- 
ren in Christ. But I am not disposed to be fastidious, and I 
cheerfully assent to the statement of the Catechism that “ the 
definitions of a General Council, approved by the Pope, are in- 
fallible in matters of faith.” The reasons and proofs adduced 
by the author of a Catechism, or a writer on canon law, in sup- 
port or explanation of this principle, are to be distinguished 
from the doctrine itself. With Gibert, I maintain, that it is 
the rightful prerogative of the Chief Pastor of the Church, 
to convoke the bishops of the Christian world in General 
Council; for there exists no other individual, Ecclesiasti- 
cal or civil, whose summons all bishops throughout Christen- 
dom are bound to respect. It is his right to preside ; for in an 
Ecclesiastical assembly, the highest dignitary of the Church 
should surely occupy the first place. Its definitions of faith, 
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made with his concurrence, are like those of the Apostolic 
Council, the authentic manifestations of revealed truth, being 
made by the authority of the Holy Ghost ; but they are distin- 
guished from the Hqly Scriptures, inasmuch as these latter were 
written under the impulse and dictation of the Holy Spirit, 
whilst the doctrinal definitions of councils suppose only a 
peculiar assistance of the same divine Spirit, by which those 
who compose them are preserved from error. The distinction 
between doctrine and discipline, which you seem to treat ra- 
ther lightly, must be constantly held in view : for the former, 
being the revelation of God, who is one and unchangeable, must 
never vary ; whilst the latter, being a matter of usage and posi- 
tive enactment, is liable to change, at the discretion of the legis- 
lative power by which it was enacted. You have not caught 
the meaning of your author, when you represent him as 
teaching that “ the decisions of General Councils on matters 
of law are infallible !” “ Circa jus ” means, “ on principle,” 

or right, as distinguished from personal facts. The judgment 
of the tribunals of the Church in regard to persons, is not in- 
fallible, because it depends on human testimony, which may 
deceive; but the declaration of right, or principle, of what 
is lawful or unlawful, according to the divine law, is made 
with unerring authority. 

The inferences which you draw from the principles of your 
author are not correct. From the conditions specified being 
sufficient and ordinarily required to constitute a General Coun- 
cil, it does not necessarily follow, that the absence of one or 
other of them can in no way be supplied, and that no decrees 
can attain the same authority, unless all the conditions have 
been observed. For instance, it is the right of the Pope to 
call the bishops together ; but if they have come together at 
the call of another, or by a spontaneous movement, and he ap- 
prove of the convocation, and give his full concurrence to its 
proceedings, the informality of the first measure cannot vitiate 
the acts of the Council. In like manner it is his right to pre- 
side, either in person, or by one or more specially delegated to 
represent him : but if a Council were held in which he was 
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not present or represented, of whose acts, however, when com- 
municated to him, he approved, — this ratification would supply 
the deficiency ; and the decrees might be regarded as the ex- 
pression of the faith of the Episcopal body and its head — that 
is, of the entire doctrinal tribunal of the Church. It may be 
well to keep in mind these remarks when viewing the proceed- 
ings of Councils held in a great diversity of circumstances. In 
approaching the examination, you again implore our patience, 
and urge us to perseverance in our inquiries after truth ; you 
even pray for that sincere and candid spirit which is essential 
to every lover of truth. May your prayer have been heard ! 

I shall spare my readers the labour of examining your proofs 
that the Emperor Constantine summoned the Council of Nice, 
by admitting the fact. I beg, however, to observe, that if that 
convocation was made at the request of the Pontiff, or if it was 
acquiesced in by him, it could neither detract from its authority 
as a General Council, nor disprove the right of convocation, 
which officially belongs to the head of the Church. That it 
was acquiesced in by Silvester, is beyond question ; and we 
have high authority for believing that it was made at his ex- 
press solicitation. Rufinus, an author of the fifth century, feays, 
that Constantine convoked the Council in compliance with the 
wishes of the priests :* and in the sixth General Council held 
at Constantinople, Constantine and Silvester are said to have 
assembled the Nicene Council.t In the Council of Chalcedon, 
held about one hundred and twenty-five years after that of Nice, 
the Legate of the Holy See insisted, successfully, on the exclu- 
sion of Dioscorus, patriarch of Alexandria, from the Council, be- 
cause he had “ presumed and dared to celebrate a General Synod 
without the authority of the Holy See, which never had been al- 
lowed, never had been done.”J Would this have been affirmed 

* “ Turn file, ex Sacerdotum sententia, apud urbem Nicaeam Episcopate 
Concilium con vocal.” — Ruffin. 1. 1. Hist. Eccl. c. 1. 

t “ Constantinus semper Augustus, et Silvester laudabilis, magnam 
atque insignem in Nicsea Synod um congregabant.” — Act. 18, in Serin. 
Prosphonetico. 

t 11 Quia presumpsit, et ausus est Synod am Generalem faoere sine au- 
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without contradiction, if the authority of that See had not 
sanctioned the convocation of the very first Council? The 
reasons why the formal summons was issued by Constantine 
are sufficiently obvious. The Roman laws forbad all assem- 
blies unless sanctioned by the emperor,* and the poverty of 
most of the bishops would have kept them from the council, 
had not the imperial munificence furnished them with the privi- 
lege of conveyance at the expense of the state.! Hence Theo- 
doret, relating the summoning of the bishops, says, that Con- 
stantine authorized them to use the public horses and beasts of 
burthen, and ordered all things to be furnished necessary for 
their journey 4 

In alluding to this call, the emperor, addressing the bishops, 
observed : “ Being particularly desirous that a remedy might 
be found for existing dissentions, through my exertions and 
diligence, I sent for you ail without delay. And although, in- 
deed, I rejoice exceedingly in beholding your assembly, yet I 
consider that I shall have accomplished my desires, § then espe- 
cially, when I shall see all united in mind, and one peaceful 
harmony prevailing among all, which it were becoming for 
you, who are consecrated to God, to obtain for others like- 

thoritate Sedis Apostolic®, quod numquam licuit, numquam factum est.” 
Act. J, Cone. Chalc. 

* Cod. Theod. tit. de episcopo et clericis. L. Conventicula. 

t Hence the letters called “ Tractori©.” Vide Cod. L. xii. de cur. 
pub. tit. 2, et tit. 3. evectiones. t Theodoret, Hist. 1. 1. c. 7. 

§ Bishop Hopkins professes to cite from our own version, but he 
mistakes “ex animi sententia,” for the expression of the sentiments of 
Constantine, whereas it means, “ according to his desire ” as may be 
seen in Cicero, and as is manifest from the text: non cfl x/> trm 

jut** tv^c t( o/xautoy The bishop’s translation is: " I think it 

becomes me so to order matters by the expression of my sentiments” He 
has been equally unlucky in his version of the latter part of the sentence : 
“ which {peaceful agreement ), indeed, it is right for you, since you are 
consecrated to God, and also for others to make the subject of earnest 
prayer to the Deity.” The text means what I have expressed above, 
and the Latin version gives the same meaning. %y $ tnipat C/uete 
irpiiroY ay it* 7rpte@tvuv nut net ©«» xct&ttpu/uiYGvc. See Euseb. 1 . iii. 
de Vita Constant, c. xii. et Col. Cone. Mansi, Tom. II. Col. 661. 
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wise.” You translate the text, or version, in such a way that 
the common reader might suppose Constantine hoped to con- 
troul the bishops by the expression of his sentiments, which 
was far from being the case, since he showed the most marked 
respect towards them, declining to take his seat until they had 
requested him,* * * § and then leaving the presidents of the Council 
at liberty to open the proceedings, t 

Your introduction here of the Council of Jerusalem, of which 
we have already treated, calls simply for this remark, that, 
although the Scripture does not state who convened it, it states 
that Peter was there, and spoke with authority and effect. 
Silvester, “ Bishop of ancient Rome,” was also at Nice, in the 
person of his legates, his extreme old age having prevented his 
personal attendance.:): The assembly, therefore, though not 

formally convened by his summons, had his sanction. You 
triumph in the silence of the emperor, in his address, in regard 
to Silvester; but it is enough that Eusebius and Theodoret 
specially marked the cause of absence. § It was not to be ex- 
pected that the emperor should introduce his name into the 
address, which was directed to express the ardent desire which 
he entertained of seeing all concordant in faith. The presence 
of the legates of Silvester was a sufficient evidence to the 
bishops that he approved of the holding of the Council. Had 
Eustathius, bishop of Antioch, spoken in reply, as you con- 
ceive, he had no ground for complaining of any omission, in- 
consistent with the respect due to the Pontifical authority, nor 
would courtesy have permitted it ; but, the fact is, he addressed 
the emperor, at the opening of the assembly, in a brief manner, 
thanking God for the triumph of Christianity over paganism, 
and exhorting the emperor to zeal for the faith. || The emperor 
then delivered his address. 

The assembling of the bishops of all Christendom, at the 
call of the first Christian emperor, was a matter of no difficulty, 

* Euseb. 1. iii. de Vita Constantini, c. x. 

t lb. c. xiii. trap tfifou *rov xoyot rote rile ruvofou irpoifyote* 

t Euseb. 1. iii. c. vii. Vitro Constantini. 

§ Theodoret, 1. i Hist. c. vii. p. 24. 

|| Euseb. 1. iii. Vit© Constant, c. xi. Theodoret. 1. i. Hist. c. vii. p. 25. 
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because the empire was co-extensive with Christianity: but in 
a different order of things, when rival and hostile potentates 
divide the dominion of the Christian world, a General Council 
would be impracticable, if it depended on the civil power. 
Christ could not have left his Church dependant, in a matter of 
such importance, on the contingency of the universal dominion 
of one sovereign, or on the concurrence of many. Ue must 
have left in the Church itself a power which, amidst all the 
vicissitudes of civil government, might be exercised. 44 The 
Bishop of bishops’ 1 is the only one whose mandate can at all 
times reach all, and gather together, “ from the East and from 
the West,” those w4iom the Holy Ghost has placed to govern 
the Church of God. The judicious Count Le Maistre ob- 
serves, that 44 those who have ascribed this power to the tempo- 
ral authority, have not paid attention to the strange paralogism 
of which they were guilty. They suppose an universal and 
even eternal monarchy : they always go back, without reflect- 
ing on it, to the times in which all the mitres could be convoked 
by a single sceptre, or by two.”* * * § 

You say, on the authority of Gibert, that “ the first Council 
of Constantinople in their epistle to Theodosius, in which they 
give him thanks, and render an account of what they had done, 
declare that they had been summoned together at his command.” 
Yet 44 the whole truth” required you to state that in their 
synodical letter to Pope Damasus and the Roman synod, they 
declare that they had assembled at Constantinople in conse- 
quence of letters addressed by him to the emperor to that 
effect.t This shows, us 44 the concord of the emperors in the 
cause of piety ,”f— Damasus and his colleagues, 44 calling them, 
as his own members, to the synod at Rome, by means of the 
letters of the most pious emperor, ”§ that the Bishop of Rome 

* Du Pape 1. i. c. iii. p. 24. 

t fx w mpvo-i rmr iretp*. mt C/uivip&c ‘rt/utonirte /utr*. 

•ntf tv ixvxfix. ruvoSov, irpo c tof -^fo^ixtrctTOF 0cL<rt\§et 3-io <ToV;or iirir- 

ctK&tvrott. 

t vut tv *r» Tmv avroitpx.'ropctv irtp) *r*t ivrij&tieLt 

§ a'/Uatc mi oUtix p ihn rrponK*ktr«tr&t Si* t rmf nt 
ypt/ujuairov . 
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and his colleagues “might not reign alone, but the Eastern 
bishops might reign with them.”* * * § The convocation of the 
General Council of Ephesus was made in like manner by 
Theodosius the younger, but with the full assent of Pope Ce- 
lestine, who, addressing the emperor, informs him that he would 
be present by those whom he sent.f St Leo, addressing the 
emperor Marcian, assures him that his zeal, which had led him 
to convoke a synod, was highly acceptable and the bishops 
of Maesia, writing to the emperor Leo, successor of Marcian, 
observe : “ Many bishops assembled in the city of Chalcedon 
by order of Leo, the Roman Bishop, who is truly the head of 
bishops. ”§ 

These facts of history leave untouched the privilege which we 
claim for the Primacy, because the assent of the Pontiff is in 
all cases manifest, at least, from the fact of his being repre- 
sented in the council. You will, perhaps, not deny that the 
emperor had no divine right to summon the bishops to council, 
and if you deny this right to the Pontiff, you must suppose 
that there is no authority left by Christ whereby these import- 
ant and venerable assemblies can be effectually convened. The 
convocation of the Western Councils of an (Ecumenical cha- 
racter, having been confessedly made by the immediate autho- 
rity of the Roman Bishop, confirms the reasoning whereby 
this right is vindicated as the privilege of his office. 

The presidency of General Councils is another privilege 
which our canonists claim for the Roman Pontiff. Osius, a 
bishop of Cordova, a small town in Spain, is admitted to have 
presided at Nice, but, on the authority of Gibert, you assert 
that there is no proof that he was there as the legate of the 
Apostolic See. A fact of this kind, however, is to be deter- 
mined^ not by the denial or assertion of any modern writer, 
but on historical testimony, or, in its absence, on presumptive 
and circumstantial evidence. Gelasius of Cyzicum, an author 

* f** Theod. Eccl. Hist. 1. v. c. ix, 

t S. Celest. Ep. ad Theod. 

f S. Leo, Ep ad Marcian Imp. 

§ Cone. Chalc. Act. Col. Cone. Hard, 

o* 
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of the fifth century, expressly states, on the authority of Euse- 
bius, “ that the far-famed Osius himself, of Spain, who held the 
place of Silvester, Bishop of the great Rome, together with 
the Roman priests Vito and Vincentius, was present, with many 
others, in that assembly.”* Photiust refers to the same passage ; 
and though it is not found in Eusebius at this day, men of great 
critical judgment consider that the present reading warrants 
the belief that it originally existed in it, as quoted by Gelasius. 
“ From Spain itself,” it now reads, “ one of great renown, 
with many others, was present in that assembly.”! No men- 
tion being made of his name, we are warranted in suspecting 
that it, with the other words cited by Gelasius, has disappeared 
from the text. Socrates, the historian, mentions him first, in 
conjunction with the priests Vitus and Vincentius, confessedly 
Roman legates, and gives to the three precedency of the bishops 
of Alexandria and Antioch, which they could not have obtain- 
ed, unless as representatives of a Bishop superior to these pa- 
triarchs^ To suppose that the presidency was given to Osius 
on account of his age, or personal merit, is to show. little ac- 
quaintance with the principle of order uniformly observed in 
all the Councils of the Church. The dignity of the See, which 
he occupies or represents, uniformly determines who shall pre- 
side in these venerable assemblies, since, according to St Leo, 
“ although the merits of prelates be sometimes different, the 
rights of their Sees continue unchanged.” || 

Your observations on the Council of Constantinople, and its 
subscriptions, might have been spared, had you adverted to the 
acknowledged fact that it was an oriental council, which subse- 
quently obtained a degree of authority equivalent to that of a 
General Council, from the harmony of its decrees with that of 
the Roman synod, ^ to which its decrees were forwarded, with 

* Gelas. 1. 2. Hist. Cone. Nic. c. v. 

t Photius Cod. 88. t Euseb. 1. 3, de Vita Constantini. 

§ Socrates, 1. 1. c 9. 

H St Leo, cit. ab Hincmaro, Ep. ad Nicolaum, p. 520. 

f See the letter of the oriental bishops to Pope Damasus. Theodoret, 
1. 5, e. 9. Eccl. Hist. 


Digitized by v^ooQie 



CYRIL DEPUTED BY CELESTINE. 


103 


a request to Pope Damasus to adopt them. That the Bishop 
of Rome was not there, either in person or by his representa- 
tives, is, therefore, no proof against his right to preside at a 
council perfectly (Ecumenical. “ The melancholy evidence of 
fraud in the forgery of false subscriptions,” on which you dwell 
so pathetically, might not appear quite so just a subject for 
your strictures, had you reflected in how many instances the 
confusion of records, or the mistakes of copyists, may have 
produced the errors which you rather hastily ascribe to preme- 
ditation and corrupt design. Charity, which thinketh no evil, 
would have required you to pause before you made a charge of 
so serious a character. Your allegation is disproved by the fact 
that no effort is made to prove that Papal legates presided, 
though the names of some who presided at the Council of 
Chalcedon were by some mistake attached to one manuscript. 
Catholic divines are wont to examine with the severest scrutiny 
all the writings which have come down from the early ages of 
the Church, and if they discover any reason to doubt of their 
authority, they avow it without hesitation, although they do 
not easily ascribe to malice what may have arisen from mistake. 

That St Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria, presided in the third 
General Council, is a fact which you state after Gibert. 
Whether this author suppresses a fact equally certain, that St 
Celestine, Bishop of Rome, had by a special letter commis- 
sioned him to exercise his authority and hold his place,* I am 
unable to say, as his works are not within my reach; but fair 
and honourable controversy certainly required that it should 
have been noticed. 

As to the second Council of Constantinople, which, like the 
first, was not (Ecumenical in its origin, but obtained, subse- 
quently, by the assent of the Pontiff and of the Churchy the 
authority of an (Ecumenical Council, the absence of the Pon- 
tiff, or his legates, is sufficiently accounted for. The oriental 


* o-vv&p& time rot t olvvv me Av^ttrltte m iptimpv S-poi tx, 5 m 
» pimp a m tottu fiAfoyj* *ir* i^aa-iA x/hcajahoS' Letter of Cel. to Cyril, 
c. xiii. Act. Cone. Eph. p. 3123. Coll. Hardouin, Tom. 1. 
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bishops used every possible effort to induce Pope Vigilius, who 
was then at Constantinople, to be present; but he, being appre- 
hensive of a schism in the West, from the condemnation of the 
works called the “ three chapters,” refused to attend. The 
bishops there assembled deemed the scandal which the tolera- 
tion of these works occasioned in the East greater than any evil 
that might arise from their condemnation, and, after repeated 
embassies to Vigilius, proceeded to hold the council without him. 
They did not form a General Council, since the West was not in 
any way represented : but they conceived that the condemnation 
of these writings might take place in a council not absolutely 
general, and they hoped ultimately to succeed, as they in fact 
succeeded, in obtaining the assent and ratification of the Pontiff. 

When you blazoned forth in capitals, that “ the fathers of 

THAT COUNCIL DID NOT ACKNOWLEDGE OUR DOCTRINE,” yOU 

must have been but little acquainted with its acts and proceed- 
ings. In their letter to Vigilius, they thus loudly profess their 
veneration for the Apostolic See : “We receive and embrace 
the epistles of the prelates of the Apostolic See of Rome, as 
well of the others, as of Leo, of holy memory, written con- 
cerning the right faith, and the four councils, or any one of 
them.”* They pray him to grant that the matters may be exa- 
mined — “ Your holiness presiding over us.”t Prudence 
prescribed to him a different course, but he granted permission 
that the council should be held. “ Knowing your desire,” says 
he, “ we grant your petition, that a canonical synod be held, 
about the three chapters, concerning which dispute has arisen.”^ 
The Fathers read this document at the opening of the council, 
as their authority for proceeding: and yet you say that they 
did not acknowledge our doctrine ! 

You do not notice the great Council of Chalcedon, held in 
the year 451, in which the presiding officers are thus stated: 
“ Paschasinus and Lucentius, most reverend bishops, and Boni- 

* Collat. i. p. 62. Col. Hard. Tom. III. 

t i/uatv t ne v/utrign: fxttxct^ibrvrot. 

t vSic vfA%'r%fctf %triferta$c rot 7ro&or iytoixoric, tnttvretfxtt htt *rig} 
rotf Tgjar xtfut.ctJeir, *£ a»V fyrtirti *rt<pun t yito/uime xxtotixic rvtofit. 
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face, a most religious priest, holding the place of the most 
holy and most beloved of God, Leo, Archbishop of ancient 
Rome.”* From these and other similar preambles and facts, it 
is evident that the right of presiding was most formally and so- 
lemnly acknowledged to belong to the Bishop of Rome, by the 
Fathers of the fifth synod ; that it was unquestionably exercised 
in the fourth great Council of Chalcedon, and the third Gene- 
ral Council of Ephesus, by the legates of the Apostolic See ; 
and that its exercise in the great Council of Nice is the only 
satisfactory means of accounting for the presidency of Osius, 
and rests on the best historical evidence that exists as to this 
particular fact. 

You are careful to remark, with Gibert, that in the acts of 
the sixth General Council, which is the third of Constantino- 
ple, the emperor is said to have presided ; but I should suppose 
that this canonist must have added something to qualify this 
statement, since the acts expressly and repeatedly place the 
two priests and the deacon of the Roman Church at the head 
of all the bishops, as “ holding the place of the most blessed and 
holy Archbishop of ancient Rome,” and these legates subscribe 
first, “ as holding the place of the Universal Pope Agatho.”t 
It was also worthy of notice, that Constantine Pogonatus sub- 
scribed after all the bishops, as having read and assented to the 
decrees. The kind of presidency ascribed to the emperor can- 
not be mistaken. He sat in a place of honour, surrounded by 
his officers, who are mentioned on the occasion ; but the synod 
consisted of the bishops, and the acts accordingly make the 
distinction, and invariably place the Roman legates at their 
head. The emperor sat to witness the deliberations of the Fa- 
thers, and to encourage them by his favour and protection ; but 
the representatives of the Chief Bishop were the presidents of 
the synod, who directed and sanctioned its proceedings. The 
admission of the Empress Irene to preside at the eighth session 

* Cone. Chal. Pars. 2, p. 64. Tom. II. Hard. Col. 

t Toy Towey A^*3-o»ycf nt jtal otxxf* tfl** ir*ir* 
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of the seventh General Council, must at once determine the ex- 
pression to signify the mere honorary distinction of place; for 
the degradation of the Episcopal character was not then so 
complete that bishops should recognise in a woman the Head 
of the Church, and the fountain of Ecclesiastical authority. In 
this way also the Emperor Basil presided in the eighth coun- 
cil. If you turn to the records of these venerable assemblies, you 
will find the authority of the Apostolic See marked on almost 
every page, in characters not to be mistaken. The seventh 
General Council, which is the second of Nice, was opened, — 
“ Peter, the most reverend Arch-Priest of the most holy 
Church of Rome, of the holy Apostle Peter, and Peter, the 
most reverend priest, monk and abbot of the monastery of St 
Sabbas at Rome, holding the place of the Apostolic See of the 
most holy Hadrian, Archbishop of ancient Rome — and its 

definitions were subscribed to by them before all others.! When 
their proceedings were drawing to a close, and the doctrinal 
decrees had already been made, the empress and her son signi- 
fied their wish that the Fathers should assemble in their pre- 
sence, which led to an adjournment from Nice to Constantino- 
ple. The most honourable place was occupied by her. She 
did not, however, preside with authority, but as an humble 
disciple of faith, she begged that the definition whfch had been 
made might be read in the hearing of her and of all the faith- 
ful.! r ^ ie eighth General Council was opened, — “ Donatus and 
Stephen, bishops most beloved of God, and Marinus, holding 
the place of Hadrian, the most holy and blessed Archbishop of 
ancient Rome.”§ The emperor was not present before the 
sixth session, when he is said to have presided, being seated 
on the right ; but he is distinguished from the synod, which 
consisted of the bishops, with the papal legates at their head.|| 

* Act. Cone. Tom. IV. p. 27. Hard. Col. Prima Actio. 

t Ibid. p. 748. X Ibid. Cone. Hard. p. 483. 

§ Ibid. Tom. V. p. 764. 

|| Ibid. P.824. “ Presidente eodem piissuno et amico Christi im- 
peratore in dextera parte magni nominis templi magnee ecclesiro : con- 
veniente sancta ac universali synodo, id est Donato, etc. 
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The legates, as usual, subscribe before all others, as holding 
the place of the Sovereign Pontiff and Universal Pope;”* but 
they specially limit the confirmation of the decrees to such as 
may be approved of by him : — “ Usque ad voluntatem ejusdem 
eximii praesulis.” Thus there is satisfactory evidence that the 
eight councils held in the East were convened, either at the re- 
quest, or with the concurrence of the Pontiffs, who presided by 
their legates in the six which were (Ecumenical. The right to 
convene and to preside was distinctly admitted to belong to the 
Pontiff by the other two, which originally were not of the 
same high authority. The Western councils offer the most 
incontrovertible proofs of the same rights, inasmuch as they 
were all solemnly convened by the Popes, who presided in 
most of them in person, in the rest by their legates. You 
assert, that even in the West “there were some instances to- 
tally subversive of our doctrine,” and you make special refer- 
ence to the Councils of Pisa and Basle ; but you should know 
that both these councils are of a questionable character, and 
th^t even in them the Primacy of the Roman Bishop was ex- 
plicitly avowed. The Council of Pisa was convened by some 
cardinals, at a time when there were two claimants to the Pon- 
tifical chair; a case wherein Gibert, with other canonists, as 
you have stated, maintain the right of assembling without the 
summons of the Pontiff. The cardinals acted on that principle, 
but at the same time declared, in the most solemn terms, the 
divine institution and privileges of the Primacy. “ Our Lord 
and Saviour Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” say they in their 
letter to Gregory XII., “ when about to ascend to his Father, 
not to leave without a Shepherd the flock redeemed by his blood, 
laid the foundations of his militant Church principally on bless- 
ed Peter; and in order that he might distribute his gifts through- 
out the whole body from him, as from the head, and might 
strengthen others in the Christian religion by the stability of 
his faith ;— that by this one Head he might designate one orR 
gin, and one Church, which extends her branches through the 

* Cone. Hard. Tom. V. p. 922. 
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entire world with abundant fertility; that thereby he might 
show to the successors of blessed Peter, and to the dock of the 
Lord, that there is one spouse of Christ, uncorrupt and chaste, 
guarding chastity with chaste modesty.”* The Council of 
Hasle was called by Pope Eugenius, and was opened under the 
presidency of Cardinal Julian, legate of the Apostolic See.t 
These councils, then, whatever may be thought of their au- 
thority, and whatever disputes were excited in the latter about 
the extent of Pontifical prerogative, afford no grounds for ques- 
tioning the right of the Pope to convene general councils, and 
to preside in them, either in person or by his legates. As you 
aTe silent as to the confirmation of councils by the Pontiff, I 
have not introduced it into this discussion, though it is a still 
more splendid evidence of his spiritual supremacy. From the 
East, as well as from the West, their decrees were sent to 
Rome to receive the sanction of him whose office it is to con- 
firm his brethren. “ We pray you,” say the Fathers of Chal- 
cedon, in their synodical letter to Leo, “ to honour our judg- 
ment by your decrees, and as we have added the harmony of 
our assent to our head in what is good, -so may your Holiness 
vouchsafe to supply to your children what is wanting.”f Privi- 
leges of this high character, voluntarily admitted by the assem- 
bled prelates of the whole Christian Church, in all ages, are no 
equivocal evidences of the Primacy. 

* Cone. Pitsan. x. Litter® Cardinaliura ad Gregorium, Tom. VIII. 
Col. Hard. Col. 156. 

t Cone. Bas. lb. Col. 1106. 

t Act. xvi. Cone Chalc. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

To determine the meaning of laws, it is doubtless of great 
importance to ascertain the occasion of their enactment. You 
charitably suppose that the attempts of the Bishop of Rome to 
extend his authority to the Asiatic and African churches, led 
the Fathers of Nice to enact the celebrated sixth canon, with a 
view to prescribe limits to his ambition. “ Let the ancient cus- 
toms,” says the council, “ be kept, which are in Egypt, 
Libya and Pentapolis, that the bishop of Alexandria may have 
general power overall these, as this is the custom also with the 
Bishop of Rome. In like manner, also, in Antioch and in the 
other provinces, let the privileges, dignities, and authority of 
the churches be preserved.”* Were the object of the Fathers 
to restrain Roman power, they should surely have made some 
direct prohibition, as you yourself argue, in regard to the defini- 

* Coll. Hard. p. 432. This canon, as recited at Chalcedon, is trans- 
lated by Clinch : “ Let the immemorial usages prevail, which exist in 
Egypt; so that the bishop of Alexandria shall have general authority there, 
because such is the usage with the Bishop in Rome.” kcu rot ov 

Pot/uut tirtcKOTret mro rvYH&is ir/. Clinch justly observes, that u from the 
Greek it appears, first, that no confirmation was given at Nicea to the 
Usage of the Church of Rome : that, on the contrary, the usage of Alex- 
andria was confirmed, because it had the authority of Roman usage. Se- 
condly, it is equally plain, that no boundaries are either marked, or al- 
luded to, within which the Roman Bishop exercised that general authority 
which the Fathers had in view.” See Letters on Church Government, 
by James Bernard Clinch, Esq., Barrister at Law, p. 271. Dublin, 
1812. 
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tion of the Council of Florence, and not limited themselves to 
an incidental reference, which implies no restriction whatever. 
On the contrary, the reference is expressly made in confirma- 
tion of the usages and privileges of Alexandria, as conformable 
to the usage of the Roman Bishop, without the least indication 
of any undue exercise of authority by him. 

The manifest object is to settle and maintain the rights of 
the bishops of Alexandria and Antioch throughout the districts 
immediately subject to them, as metropolitans, or as patriarchs, 
according to a more modern appellation. Hence the canon 
afterwards declares, that if any bishop Jje made without the 
consent of his metropolitan, he is not a bishop. History has, 
fortunately, recorded the true cause of this canon, which hap- 
pens to be altogether different from that which you have ima- 
gined. We are informed by St Athanasius that Meletius, a 
bishop of Egypt, having been deposed by St Peter of Alexan- 
dria, formed a schism, and threw off all dependence on the 
bishop of that city. He even took on him to establish new 
churches as Episcopal within his intended province.* In com- 
manding then the ancient usages to be maintained, whereby 
Egypt, Lybia and Pentapolis were subjected to the bishop of 
Alexandria, the Fathers indirectly proscribed these schismatics.! 
Whether the words or object of this canon be considered, your 
inferences from it are unwarranted. You assert that it traces 
the origin of the power of the Roman Bishop to custom : but 
there is nothing in it to sustain this position. The Fathers 
decreed nothing about Rome : they defined not the limits or the 
origin of its authority; but they order the privileges of the 
bishop of Alexandria to be maintained, because it is customary 
also with the Bishop of Rome. The sequel shows that it was 

* Apol. 2. Athanas. 

t Archbishop Potter admits that “this canon was enacted, upon a 
complaint of Alexander, the bishop of Alexandria, that the metropoliti- 
cal rights of his See had been invaded by Meletius, the schismatical 
bishop of Lycopolis in Thebais, who had taken upon him to ordain bish- 
ops without Alexander’s consent.”— Church Government, p. 188. See 
also Theodoret, Hist., 1. 1, c. ix. 


Digitized by 


Google 



SIXTH NICEKE CANON. 


171 


the invasion of metropolitical rights by schismatic ordinations, 
not any aggression on the metropolitans by the Roman Bishop, 
that was sought to be guarded against. You thence, however, 
take occasion to argue against the Primacy, because the ap- 
pointment or confirmation of bishops is one of the prerogatives 
exercised, at present, by the Holy See ; but you make no al- 
lowance for difference of discipline adapted to diversity of cir- 
cumstances. We freely admit that recourse was not then had 
from the remote parts of the Church, — from the provinces sub- 
ject to the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, — to the Bishop 
of Rome for his confirmation of Episcopal appointments; Each 
patriarch exercised within his limits ample jurisdiction* in all 
things appertaining to the ordinary government and wants of 
the Church. This system was adapted to the times, and had 
the full sanction of the Holy See. Did these two great patri- 
archates still continue in their ancient splendour, there is no 
probability that any attempt would be made to innovate on this 
ancient order of things : but the Mussulman has long since over- 
turned the chairs of Antioch and Alexandria ; and the bishop 
of that See, which alone has been proof against all the powers 
of hell, is urged by the solicitude for all the churches, to pro- 
vide them with pastors in a way best suited to their wants. 
The mode of the appointment of bishops is one of those matters 
of disciplme which depend on positive legislation or concession, 
and which can vary according to the wisdom of the Church. 

The commencement of this sixth canon of Nice, as recited 
in the Council of Ephesus, states that “ the Roman Church 
always had the Primacy.” You take occasion, hence, to ex- 
press your “ sorrow at being obliged to notice one of those 
cases in which our writers have thought it expedient to make 
authority when they could find none.” It may assuage your 
grief to learn that the fraud is not quite so certain as you fancy. 
The authority of Quesnel, whom you seem to have taken for a 
devoted Catholic, is not sufficient to convince us that this por- 
tion or title of the canon is a forgery, and the surmises of the 
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Jansenist, on this point, must be tested by an appeal to evi- 
dence. In the fifteenth session of the great Council of Chal- 
cedony held in the year 451, a canon was passed, giving to the 
bishop of Constantinople the second place in the hierarchy, to 
the prejudice of the bishops of Alexandria and Antioch. In the 
subsequent session, the legates complained of this enactment, 
and read for the Fathers the special instructions which they 
had received from Pope Leo, to maintain the order approved of 
at Nice, and the dignity of the Apostolic See. By consent of 
the council the subject was re-opened for discussion, and per- 
mission given to read the documents that had reference to the 
case. Paschasinus, one of the legates, commenced by reading 
the sixth canon in these words : “ The Church of Rome always 
has had* the Primacy : but let Egypt observe that the bishop 
of Alexandria should hold general power there, because such 
is the usage of the Bishop of Rome, &c.” If the assertion of 
the Primacy of the Roman Church, publicly made in the council 
by the legate, were unfounded, — if it was an addition to the ori- 
ginal canon, surely the attempt would have met with instant 
exposure and vehement reprobation. But, perhaps, it was sub- 
sequently added to the acts of the Council of Chalcedon, with 
a view to sustain the Primacy. Why did not the bold inter- 
polator add it rather to the collection of Nicene can&ns ? Be- 
sides, the Primacy was fully acknowledged in the council by 
the judges, even whilst they persevered in the measure against 
which the legates had contended. “ We consider,” say they, 
“ that the Primacy of all, and that the chief honour, according 
to the canons, should be preserved to the most beloved of God, 
Archbishop of ancient Rome.”t There was, then, no need of 
foisting the passage into the text of the sixth canon ; and the 
reference made by the judges to the canons is proof that their 
authority had been alleged. The legates entered their protest 
against the privileges granted to the bishop of Constantinople, 

* habuit. Bishop Hopkins puts habeat. is this a different read- 
ing, or an attempt to make it appear that the Primacy was, at most, only 
by concession of the council ? Act. 16, Cone. Chalc. Col. 637. 

t Ibidem, Col. 641. 
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until the Holy See should take such measures as might seem 
necessary. 

1 do not wish to dwell further on the authenticity of this 
passage, as the proofs of the Primacy are otherwise unques- 
tionable and abundant. It is enough to have shown that there 
is strong ground to believe it to be authentic, and that there is 
no shadow of reason for supposing it to have been added to the 
text, from any wish or design to “ make authority.” As the 
right of appeal, of which you speak in your note, on the autho- 
ijty of Quesnel, will probably occur in our progress, I shall 
not notice, at present, the rash assertion of that writer, whose 
opposition to the Apostolic See is easily intelligible, when we 
recollect that one hundred and one Jansenistical propositions, 
extracted from his works, were condemned by that authority 
which he insidiously laboured to undermine. 

Let me now ask you, if the rights and privileges of the Bishop 
of Rome were to be determined by the words of the Nicene 
canon, as it now reads, without that prefatory remark, would 
k be possible to ascertain what they are ? If you were one of 
a numerous assembly anxious to put a barrier against Roman 
encroachments, would you content yourself with words so 
vague and indefinite ? How then can you pretend that such 
was the vifiw with which they were adopted ? You ask: “ why 
the Fatheflb did not put in some clause saving the rights and 
privileges\>f the Apostolic See ?” I answer that they did in 
the terms recorded at Chalcedon. But, waiving this proof, I 
maintain that, having specified no limits to its power, and left 
wholly untouched its prerogatives, they showed sufficiently 
tliat its rights flowed from a higher source than Ecclesiastical 
legislation. 

Your efforts to prove that whilst we claim infallible autho- 
rity for the Nicene decrees, we do not observe them, will not 
make much impression on those who understand the wide dif- 
ference that exists between authentic declarations of revealed 
truth, and laws appertaining to order and discipline* You hold, 
I presume, as an oracle of the Holy Ghost, the decree of the 
Apostolic Council, declaring the exemption of converted Gen- 
p* 
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tiles from the Mosaic observances; and yet, notwithstanding 
the prohibition of eating blood which accompanied it, you 
would scarcely scruple to violate the letter of the enactment. 

The canon prescribing the holding of provincial councils 
twice in each year, though a wise and salutary enactment for 
that period, is no longer in force ; and our present discipline 
limits the obligation to triennial councils. The severity of 
public penance has vanished with the decay of Christian fer- 
vour; but the Chief Bishop of the Church stUl exercises that 
indulgence which the twelfth canon leaves to the discretion qf 
bishops in favour of the penitent. The discipline of not bend- 
ing the knees on the Lord’s day, and on the day of Pentecost, 
is retained in regard to certain prayers performed at other 
times on bended knees ; though the more solemn acts of hom- 
age are now performed in that most humble posture. How 
you could seriously bring such things forward to disprove the 
infallibility of the Church, or the Primacy of the Pontiff, is to 
me surprising, especially as you know and feel the difference 
between doctrine and legislation. ^ 

You refer to the seventh canon, which confirms the ancient 
custom of giving special honour to the bishop of Jerusalem, 
without prejudice to the rights of the metropolitan and you 
observe : “ Here, as in the other canon {the sixth),*tie see the 
council referring to custom and ancient tradition, (fbsirous to 
prevent encroachment, and altogether silent with respect to 
Rome.” There was no occasion for reference to Rome in 
legislating on the relation between an Eastern bishop and his 
metropolitan. You could, with much greater plausibility, have 
expressed surprise at the silence observed with regard to the 
patriarch of Antioch, to whom the metropolitan bishop of' 
Caesarea, and the bishop of Jerusalem, were more immediately 
subject. The orpission of all reference to the Roman bishop, 
is only remarkable whenever the general interests of religion, 
specially committed to his guardianship, are at stake : but on 
such occasions you find him a prominent character, preceding 
all his colleagues in the measures for maintaining truth and or- 
der, or adding to their decrees the weight of his high authority. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

You assert “ that the Fathers of the age in which the Coun- 
cil of Nice was held, did not attribute any infallibility to it,” 
and, in proof of your assertion, you extract several passages 
from the works of the celebrated champion of its faith, Athana- 
sius. “ He defends,” you say, “ the council by Scripture and tra- 
dition, but never assumes the ground that its decisions were of 
equal force with Scripture, and dictated by the Holy Spirit.” 
As. there is some ambiguity in these last phrases, I should pre- 
fer saying, — that its decisions were made under the guidance, and 
with the special assistance, of the Holy Spirit. To defend the 
doctrines defined in a council by Scripture and tradition, is 
quite conformable to our principles and practice, because we 
claim for the Church no right to invent doctrines, but to rfe- 
liver them as they came down from the commencement. When 
labouring to convince those who reject the Council of Trent, 
and refuse assent to the proofs of its authority, we also are ac- 
customed to show from Scripture and tradition the several doc- 
trines which have been revealed ; nor do we urge solely, or 
principally, the argument derived from Church authority. In 
impugning the authority of councils, I am surprised that you 
should venture to appeal to a work of Athamasius, in which he 
most expressly maintains the ah;CKbrity of the Nicene Council, 
since in the very first passage wlficft you have quoted, it is stated 
that its adversaries were “ condemned by all,” and that their mur- 
murs against its decrees resembled those of the unbelieving Jews 
Somewhat further on he says : “ How is it possible, that they 
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should not be regarded as impious, if they even entertain the 
thought of contradicting so great and so (Ecumenical a Council ? 
Are they not to be esteemed as outlaws, if they blush not ma- 
lignantly to assail those decrees justly passed against the Arian 
heresy ?”* The truth of the dogma which the Fathers defined 
is powerfully sustained by Athanasius, by numerous testimo- 
nies of Scripture which prove the divinity of Christ; and the 
adoption of the term “ consubstantial,” as expressive of this 
dogma, is vindicated, because, although new, and not found in 
the Scripture, the adoption of this term was rendered necessary 
by the artifices of the Arians, who contrived to conceal their 
heresy under other forms of speech more strictly scriptural. 
“ Therefore,” says Athanasius, “ the synod, having well weigh- 
ed the matter, justly declared him to be consubstantial, with a 
view to overthrow the malice of the heretics, and to show that 
he was different from creatures : and immediately after the 
decree, subjoined : * The Holy Catholie Church anathematizes 
such as say that the Son of God came into existence, or was 
created, or is changeable, or is any clreated work, or came forth 
from a different substance.’ ”t I know not what stronger evi- 
dence need be given, that the Fathers conceived themselves to 
be the organ of the Catholic Church ; infallible in expounding 
the Scripture and defining the doctrines of revelation, and that 
Athanasius sustained them in asserting that infallible authority. 
“ In these words,” he continues, “ ‘ that he is from the Father ,’ 
and ‘ that he is consubstantiaP the Fathers wished peremptorily 
to eliminate the subtleties, that the Son was created, or made, or 
was changeable, or did not exist before he was born in the flesh. 
For whosoever entertains such sentiments, contradicts the sy- 
nod : on the contrary, whosoever does not coincide in senti- 
ment with Arius, ought necessarily know and think as the sy- 
• 

* u Qui igitur fieri potest, ut non sceler&ti habendi sint, si tanto et 
tam CEcumenico Concilio vel contradicere cogitent ? aut non pro legi* 
rupis existimandi, si malignis oculis non vereantur a decretis illis rite 
oontra Arianicam heeresim factis obtrectare !” S. Athanas. de. Syn. Nic. 
p. 355. Edit. Basil, an. 1564. 

t Ibidem, p. 367. 
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nod.”* As he: proceeds, he establishes that the doctrine which 
the council professed was that of the Fathers and illustrious 
writers of the preceding ages ; and he thus addresses the Ari- 
ans, with holy indignation, as modern Jews and disciples of 
Caiphas : “ All detest you, except the devil, the author of 
your revolt from Christ. He originally insinuated this impiety 
into your hearts, and now moves you to censure the council of 
the world, t for no other reason than because in that council, 
doctrines were not sanctioned favourable to your error, but 
those which were delivered from the commencement by those 
who themselves were eye . witnesses, and ministers of the 
Word. For the faith which is sanctioned by the writings and 
decrees of the synod, is that of the whole Church.” In this 
style of defence is seen the most perfect harmony with our 
doctrine and our practice, so that you could not have brought 
forward a witness less likely to sustain you in the imaginary 
“ contrast” you have laboured to establish. Why you stated, 
so emphatically, from Athanasius, that the Fathers were con- 
strained to express in clearer words the divine dogma, I can- 
not conceive, except it were your intention to convey the idea, 
that the words contain an argument against the infallibility of 
the council, which, certainly, they do not. You are careful 
to remind us, that the followers of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and 
not the Church historian of Caesarea, are spoken of by the saint, 
when he inveighs against the Eusebians ; but suffer me also to 
remind you, that Eusebius of Caesarea is specially stated by 
him to have rashly erred, and combatted the true doctrine, to 
which he afterwards gave a tardy and unwilling assent.J 
In a letter concerning the councils which the Arians propos- 
ed to hold at Rimini and Seleucia, Athanasius rejects the pro- 
ject, because the Council of Nice had already determined the 
controversy which it was their design to re-open ; and on the 
authority of divine Scripture, and the constant faith of the 

* P.367. Ath.de Syn, Nic. 

t u Nunc vobis author est ut orbis terrarum concilium vitupcretifl.” 
P. 373. 

X S. Athanas. de Syn. Nic. p. 355. 
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Church, had anathematized with an irrevocable decree, the 
heresy of Arius.* “ When treating of faith” he observes, “ they 
did not write : ‘ it appears to us but, * the Catholic Church 
believes in this way , 9 and immediately the confession of faith 
was added, that they might show that it was not a new opinion, 
but Apostolic doctrine ; and that what they wrote was not 
their invention, but the teaching of the Apostles. Now what 
just cause have they (the Mans ) for holding their synods ? If 
any new heresy has arisen subsequent to that of Arius, let 
them state what are the tenets, and who are the authors of the 
sect ; but in the mean time, let ihem anathematize, in their 
writings, all heresies prior to their council, and amongst the 
rest, even the Arian sect, as the Fathers of Nice did ; so that 
they may seem to have some plausible reason for their pro- 
ceedings. But if such be not the case, and they can allege 
nothing of the kind, but speak rather because they are infect- 
ed with the Arian heresy, and having been condemned, change 
their form daily ; what use, I pray, is there in councils, since 
the Council of Nice is sufficient to prostrate the Arian and 
other heresies, which it condemned in conformity with sound 
faith ?t .... In vain, therefore, they run to and fro, pretending 
that they are asking for councils on account of the faith, since 
the Divine Scripture is more powerful than all.”J If you can 
infer, from this passage, that this illustrious^doctor did not be- 
lieve in the infallible authority of the Council of Nice, your 
powers of reasoning are of a different nature from those which 
have fallen to my lot. He objects to any re-opening of the 
cause on which that council had pronounced judgment, and 
maintains that a preliminary measure to any new synod must 
necessarily be, the pronouncing of anathema against the heresy 
which it anathematized. In adding, that the Scripture is more 
powerful than all, he speaks of it as expounded by the unerring 

* Ea causa fuit cur universus orbis in concilium coiret, ut heeresis 
quae suppullulaverat, anathemate percuteretur : quod et factum est. S. 
Athanas. de Synod. Arimini et Seleuci©, p. 477. 

t Quum Niceenum Concilium adversus Arianam coeterasque heereses 

satis yaleat, quas per sanam fidem condemnavit.” Ibid. % Ibid. 
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authority of that council,* and opposes it to the many discord- 
ant conventicles which the Arians held: “ I supposed,” says 
he, writing to Epictetus, bishop of Corinth, “ that the garrulity 
of all heretics that ever existed, was silenced by the Council of 
Nice : for the faith which there was delivered by the Fathers, 
in accordance with the Sacred Scriptures, and which was con- 
firmed by their confessions, appeared to me well calculated and 
sufficiently powerful to overthrow all impiety, and to establish 
that piety and faith which are in Christ. For this reason, in the 
different councils which were celebrated throughout Gaul, and 
Spain, and at Rome, all who were in that assembly unanimous- 
ly, and UNDER THE IMPULSE OF THE ONE SPIRIT, t Struck with 
anathema those who shun the light, who even at present con- 
tinue to conceal themselves, and cherish the opinions of Arius, 
namely, Auxentius of Milan, Ursacius, Valens and Gaius 
of Pannonia, because these usurped for their conventicles the 
names of synods, whereas no synod should be regarded in the 
Catholic Church except that of Nice alone, t which should be 
considered as the trophy of all heresies, and especially of that 
of Arius : nor is this wonderful, since this synod was assem- 
bled for the condemnation of that heresy particularly. With 
what audacity, then, do they institute disputes and questions, 
after the authority of so great a council ?§” Athanasius main- 
tains, that there can be no synod in the Catholic Church but 
that of Nice, — none, that does not harmonize with it in faith, 
as those of Gaul, Spain and Rome, which issued anathemas 
against its adversaries, being impelled by the same Spirit. He 
says elsewhere, that “ it is not lawful to seek any thing beyond 
the definition of the Nicene Council.” || “ If they believed pro- 

* “ Verbum antem illud Domini per (Ecumenicam Nice© Synodum 
in ©ternum mane.” Ad Episcopos in Africa, p. 520. 

t Unius Spiritus incitatu.” Ad Epict. p. 73. 

t “ Quum nulla sit in Catholica Ecclesia Synodus existimanda pra- 
ter unicam Nicsnam, qu© omnium hoereseon profligatarum, ac in pri- 
mis Arian© trophreum habenda est.” Ibidem. 

§ “ Qua igitur audacia fit, ut post tanti concilii autoritatem, discep- 

tationes ant quoestiones instituant — Ad Epictetum, pp. 73, 74. 

|| “ Nefas est quicquam ultra Nicenum Concilium requirere.” — Ad 

Antioch. P. 87. 
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perly, they would be contented with the Nicene faith, promul- 
gated by a council of the entire world.”* Yet you say, that he 
or the other Fathers of his age, did not attribute any infallibility 
to it, and did not regard its decrees of faith as made under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit ! 

You conclude your chapter with an imaginary contrast be- 
tween our doctrine and that of Athanasius. Allow me to show 
its harmony. He maintains, that the Nicene Council’s ex- 
position of Scripture, and its declaration of Apostolic tradi- 
tion, and of the faith of the Catholic Church, must be embra- 
ced ; that its judgment 'lnust not be re-examined ; — that its ana- 
themas must be repeated by all the children of faith ; — that 
the very terms which it consecrates to express divine doc- 
trines must be adopted, even though they be not found in v 
Scripture. All this we hold. We claim for an (Ecumenical 
Council this authority in matters of faith, and no more : and 
we exhort you, as Athanasius exhorted those whom he ad- 
dressed, to admit the same authority, and to admire the zeal of 
every council, truly (Ecumenical, in the maintenance of divine 
truth, and its diligence in unfolding the ancient tenets.t You 
have some illustrious examples in your own communion. 
The celebrated defender of the Nicene faith, Bishop Bull of 
the English establishment, applied to the Council of Nice the 
promise of Christ to be with the apostolic ministry till the 
consummation of the world, and ascribed to its decisions all 
the weight which we are called upon to recognise in them : 
“If,” says he, “in a question of so vast importance as this, 
we can imagine that all the governors of the Church could fall 
into error so prodigiously, and deceive the people under them, 
how shall we be able to vindicate the veracity of our blessed 
Lord, promising to be with his Apostles, and in them with their 
successors to the end of the world ? A promise which could 
not be true, seeing the Apostles were not to live so long, unless 
their successors be here comprehended in the persons of the 

* Contra Arianos orat. 1. p. 109. 

t See end of letter de Syn. Niceen. p. 376. Ed. Bae. 
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Apostles themselves :* — Say well, another divine of the Church 
of England, is still more explicit : “We know well,” says this 
writer, “ that the Apostle foretold that heresies must come — 
1 men will arise speaking perverse things.’ That may happen 
in many councils: but nothing of the kind can be said of 
councils truly (Ecumenical, received and approved of by the 
Catholic Church. Nor is there any ground for objecting 
Scripture, and the tradition of the Church, to the tradition of an 
(Ecumenical Council, generally received and approved of, for 
they teach the same, and harmoniously announce the Evangeli- 
cal faith : nor is the testimony of the pastors spread throughout 
the world different from that which they give when gathered 
together in councils that are truly free. The same truth is 
contained in tradition, and is contained in (Ecumenical Coun- 
cils. — If the meaning cf the Scripture and faith of the Church 
is matter of controversy, the pastors, being enlightened for this 
purpose by the illustration of the divine Spirit, bear testimony 
to the doctrine which has been transmitted, and to its true 
meaning. ”t 

To return from this digression, naturally suggested by the 
defence of the Nicene faith, for which Bishop Bull obtained such 
deserved celebrity, it is certain that Athanasius was still more 
unequivocal in his maintenance of the authority of the council. 
His regard for the prerogatives of the Holy See will be seen 
from his own statements of the efforts made against him at 
Rome. He relates that a synod, which had assembled at 
Alexandria, consisting of the bishops of Egypt, Thebais, 
Lybia, and Pentapolis, addressed a letter to all the bishops of 
the Catholic Church, to repel the calumnies with which he 
was loaded. Towards the end of it they observe that the 
Eusebians excited the Arians, though anathematized by the 
whole Church, and that they were incessant in their efforts to 
disseminate the heresy by every artifice. “ They cast the 
Church into schism ; they write in commendation of the 

* See Life of Dr John Bull, p. 236. Ed. Oxford, 1816. 

t Saywell in prcef. ad Edit. Epist. Launoii, Cantabrigiae, an. 1689. 
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heresy, and vituperate the Church, as you may discover from 
their letter to the Bishop of the Romans, and perhaps to your- 
selves.”* * * § Athanasius, who copies this letter into his Second 
Apology, subjoins : — “ The Egyptians, indeed, wrote thus to 
all, and to the Roman Bishop Julius. Moreover, even the 
Eusebians sent letters to Julius, and, in order to frighten us, 
called for a synod, and referred the judgment of the causet to 
Julius himself, should he be pleased to undertake it. When, 
therefore, we had reached Rome, Julius immediately wrote to 
the Eusebians, by two of his priests, Elpidius and Philoxenus : 
but they, when they had heard of our presence at Rome, were 
greatly troubled, because, contrary to their expectation, I had 
gone to Rome.} Having declined, therefore, to undertake the 
journey, they devised sundry idle and vain pretences to excuse 
themselves, whilst, in reality, they were kept back by great 
fear, lest they should be convicted of the same crimes which 
Valens and Ursacius had confessed. § Afterwards the priest, 
Viton, brought more than fifty bishops to the council, where 
our defence was admitted, and we were judged worthy of the 
communion, and agape, || and great indignation was felt against 
the Eusebians, to whom they requested Julius to reply, as he 
had received letters from them. Julius accordingly wrote, and 
sent the letter by Count Gabianus.” 

You pause, after this quotation, to direct our attention to 
some points which you conceive to be inconsistent with the 
doctrine of the Primacy. The use of the Latin term “ jusse - 

* Apol. 2, p. 389. 

t “ Synodum jusserunt convocari, et ipsi Julio, si vellet, arbitrium 
calls© detulerunt.” The sequel will sustain the translation. 

t “ Quod contra spem eorum me Roraam contulissem.” 

§ These heretical bishops had acknowledged their unjust persecution 
of Athanasius, and sought from Julius reconciliation with the Church. 
They say that they embrace the communion of Athanasius, encouraged 
by the pardon which the Pope had vouchsafed to grant them for their 
past unjust hostility : u maxime quia tua in Deum pietas veniam, 
secundum genuinam suam probitatem, nostro errori impertiri dignata 
est.” See the document recorded by Athanasius. Apol. 2, p. 413. 

|| ' The friendly banquet of Christian community and charity. 
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runt” which you have translated “ ordered,” affords the oc- 
casion of your first remark, and the term “ arbitrium,” ren- 
dered by you “arbitration,” is the subject also of observation. 
“ The Eusebians,” you say, as giving the meaning of the text 
of Athanasius, “ sent letters to Julius, and in order to frighten 
us, ordered a council to be called , and referred the arbitration 
of the case to Julius himself if he was willing .” I shall not 
trouble the reader with any literary disquisition on the force 
of these terms, but refer him to the note ;* and merely rest on 
the facts as attested by Athanasius, and by the early Church 
historians, Theodoret, Socrates, and Sozomen. It is manifest 
that the Eusebians could give no order to Julius, who certainly 
was not subject to their authority, and that they did not even 
seriously wish the council to be held. The facts are these : 
Athanasius, in the year 335, whilst Constantine was still alive, 
had been condemned and deposed by a council in Tyre, at 
which Flacillus, patriarch of Antioch, presided. Constantine 
banished him, under the influence of the Eusebians, but towards 
his death he relented, and his sons, after his demise, in com- 
pliance with his wishes, permitted Athanasius to return. — 
The Eusebians, mortified at his restoration, made every effort 
for his ruin, sent legates to Constance and Constans, and wrote 
against him to Julius, the Roman Pontiff. Without awaiting any 
act of the emperors or Pontiff, they held a council at Antioch 
in 341, and regarding the restoration of Athanasius as irregu- 
lar, chose Gregory of Cappadocia, an Arian, to be bishop of 
Alexandria, and sent him with the prefect Philagrius, and a 
military escort, to take possession of the See. They had pre- 
viously sent Martirius and Hesychius, two deacons, as depu- 
ties to Rome, who meeting there the deputies of Athana- 
sius, and failing to sustain the charges, found themselves un- 

* “ Jusserunt,” sometimes means “ordered,” but it admits great 
latitude of signification : “ Dionysium velim salvere jubeas says 
Cicero : which may be translated : “ Please present my compliments to 
Dionysius.” Arbitrium , sometimes means supreme power : “ Arbitrium 
urbis Romulus habet :” — Ovid. “ Romulus has the government of the 
city.” In the text, it means “judgment.” 
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der the necessity of calling for a trial,* in order not utterly to 
abandon their cause. Julius accordingly called a council, in 
order to have a full investigation. In the mean time Athana- 
sius arrived at Rome, having fled from the violence of the in- 
truder Gregory and his partisans. The Pontiff sent legates to 
summon his accusers, and determined to institute inquiry into 
the crimes which they, or their partisans, had committed, and 
to punish them accordingly.! They detained the messen- 
gers, and in the end wrote an offensive letter, in which, how- 
ever, they admitted “ the pre-eminence of the Roman Church 
as avowed by all, as having been from the commencement the 
school of the Apostles and the metropolis of piety,”! but they 
complained of the intended re-opening of the cause of Athana- 
sius in a new council. Notwithstanding their opposition, Ju- 
lius proceeded to examine the cause of Athanasius in a coun- 
cil consisting of fifty prelates. The acts of the Council of 
Tyre, and of the committee of bishops who were appointed to 
examine the facts at Mareotis, where they were said to have 
occurred, were submitted, and judged to be irregular and un- 
just: and Athanasius was acquitted by the unanimous judg- 
ment of the Pope and his colleagues. They requested Julius 
to communicate by letter the result of their investigation, which 
he accordingly did in the admirable letter which has. been pre- 
served by Athanasius, and which unites mild persuasion with 
authoritative judgment. 

Without cavilling on words, the complaint made by the Euse- 
bians in their letter of the re-opening of the cause in a new 
council, shows that they Had not ordered , or seriously asked 

* u Concilium indici postularunt, litterasque et ad Eusebianos, et 
Athanasium Alexandriam, quibus convocarentur mitti, ut coram omni- 
bus justo judicio de causa cognosci posset : turn enim se de Athanasio 
probaturos esse, quod jam nequirent. — Epist. Julii, p. 391. 

t “ Certe fratres nostri Romce anno superiori infensi prioribus eorum 
factis, quum nondum scelera ista accesserant, pro ultione sumenda con- 
cilium indici, celebrarique voluerunt.”— S. Athanas. ad Orthodox. P. 338. 
t <b%put fxtt yip 7rturt <pt\orofjit{tv p»/utctiw i xx\»<nett it rote yp*fii- 
upxoxoyo vt, a>c airoroxetv <ppoyrtr*ipiov f xxi tucrtCuxc juuiTpoiroKi* 

yiyittufjiivuv. Sozomen. 1. 3. Hist. Eccl. c. viii. 
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for a council, and that the demand made by their deputies was 
the last subterfuge, when they had failed to substantiate their 
charges in the less solemn discussion with the deputies of Atha- 
nasius.* It is for this reason that they expressed themselves 
as willing to abide by the judgment of Julius, if he should 
please to undertake the investigation. They hoped that he 
would not ; and when their offer was accepted, those who had 
sent them shrunk from the trial, and sought by every frivolous 
pretence to excuse their default. No order then was given by 
them for the holding of the council, and no order was given by 
the council to Julius. It was his decision ; for to him the 
cause had been referred, and consequently those whom he had 
voluntarily associated with him in its cognizance, to give it a 
character of greater equity and solemnity, could not give him 
any command as to the procedure which he should adopt. 
They might counsel and suggest, but they could not order. It 
is spoken of as his judgment by the council subsequently held 
at Sardica. You say, that the Arians “ referred the cause to 
the arbitrement of Julius, if he was willing,” and offered to 
make him “ arbitrator.” I pity the cause whose advocate is 
obliged to avail himself of the ambiguity of a term or phrase. 
It is expressly called a judgment by the council just referred 
to, and it has all the qualities that constitute a real exercise of 
judicial authority. Complaints had been lodged with Julius 
against Athanasius, as with adjudge and superior; and the ex- 
ercise of his authority had been called for, before the alleged 
proposal for ah arbitration : afterwards, the cause proceeded 
entirely against the will of the party in whose name the inves- 
tigation had been demanded. This is manifestly the exercise 
of a supreme and independent judicial power, not derived frbm 
the voluntary act of the parties concerned. You assert that 
Julius claims in his letter no superior rights, and pronounces 
no official judgment. I beg you to observe, that he claims, 
distinctly, the right of summoning all the parties to his tri- 

* il Id enim eorum legati, quum se vinci animadverterent, postula- 
runt.” — Athanas. ad vitam sol. agentes, p. 440. 

Q* 
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bunal. At the head of the accusers was Flacillus, patriarch of 
Antioch: — the accused Athanasius was the patriarch of Al- 
exandria, the highest dignitary after the Roman Bishop; and 
yet all were embraced within the jurisdiction of the Pontiff. 
As a proof of the innocence of Athanasius, Julius alleges 
that he freely presented himself in Rome, and a year and a- 
half awaited the arrival of his accusers. He adds, that “ by 
his presence, he put them all to shame, for he would not have 
presented himself for trial, were he not confident of his in- 
nocence, nor would he have spontaneously appeared, but call- 
ed to trial by our letters, as we summoned you in writing.”* 
After this, can you doubt that the judgment was official, and 
proceeded from a recognised tribunal? The details of the 
proceedings, as given in that letter, are such as constitute a 
trial. The accusations had been communicated in letters writ- 
ten by Eusebius and his adherents against Athanasius ; the 
crimes were stated for which he had been condemned at Tyre, 
on the report made by a committee of bishops which sat at 
Mareotis ; the records of that trial were presented by Marty- 
rius and Hesychius on the part of the accusers ; the leading 
accusers were absent by default; Athanasius was heard in his 
defence ; a number of witnesses were examined, and the 
sentence of acquittal was pronounced on the double ground of 
irregularity in the proceedings, and falsehood in the accusa- 
tions. At Mareotis the liberty of defence had been denied to 
Athanasius, and he and his witnesses had been excluded, 
whilst his accuser alone was heard : “ This we know,” says 
the Pontiff, “ not merely from his statement, but from the re- 
cords of the acts brought by Martyrius and Hesychius ; for on 
reading them, we found that Ischyras his accuser was present, 
but that Macarius and Athanasius were not present, and that 
the priests of Athanasius were not admitted, though they ear- 
nestly demanded it. Dearly beloved, if indeed that trial were 

* u Suaque prresentia pudefecit omnes : non enim judicio stetisset, 
nisi sui fiduciam habuisset, neque sponte, sed litteris nostris ad judicium 
Tocatus comparuisset, quemadmodum vos per litteras citavimua.” — Julii, 
Ep. apud. Athanas. Ap. 2, p. 396. 
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carried on with sincerity, it was necessary that not only the 
accuser but the accused should be present.”* You see, that 
the Pope had some idea of the regular forms of trial. He felt, 
likewise, that in virtue of his office, he could annul this irregu- 
lar sentence, as he could, if Athanasius had been guilty, have 
condemned him. The merits of the case had been canvassed, 
no less than the mode of proceeding. It was proved from the 
very records of the former trial, that the chief accuser, Ischy- 
ras, was convicted of perjury by his own witnesses. “Since, 
then,” says Julius, “ these things were brought forward, and 
so many witnesses appeared in behalf of Athanasius, and he 
made so just a defence — what was it becoming us to do ? — Was 
it not our duty to proceed according to the Ecclesiastical ca- 
non ? Should we not therefore abstain from condemning the 
man, and rather admit, and regard him as a bishop, as in truth 
he is ?”t He complains severely of their proceedings whilst 
the cause was pending before his tribunal — the Eusebians hav- 
ing violently intruded Gregory into the See of Alexandria 
without awaiting the decision : “ For in the first place,” con- 
tinues the Pontiff, “ to speak candidly, it was not right that, 
when we had issued letters for the celebration of a synod, any 
one should anticipate the judgment of the synod.” — He also 
intimates that the Eusebians themselves would have been put 
on trial, had they appeared ; and states distinctly, that accusa- 
tions had been formally presented against them, and accuses 
them of contumacy for neglecting to appear to stand their trial4 

I believe these extracts will satisfy most readers, that, at that 
early period of the Church, the Bishop of Rome exercised real 
jurisdiction in the most important causes, in whatever part of the 
world the parties resided, or whatever rank they occupied in 

* “ Oportebat autem, dilectissimi, siquidem sinceriter illud judicium 
agebatur,non solum accusatorem, sed et reum prcesentemsisti.” — P. 394. 

t “ An non quod Ecclesiastici canonis est ? hominemque proinde non 
condemnaremus, sed potius recipe re mus ?” — P. 395. 

t u Alacrius a vobis et sine recusatione occurrendum fuit, ne qui 
hactenus infamia istorum scelerum laborant, contumacia non compa- 
rendi in judicio, libellos contra se datos, videantur refellere non potu- 
isse.” — Ibid. 


Digitized by 


Google 



188 


ST ATHANASIUS. 


the hierarchy. You acknowledge that the close of the letter 
indicates some advancement towards the Primacy ; but had you 
read the letter without undue bias, you would have found the 
exercise of that high authority marked in almost every line. 
Julius, indeed, complains that the Ecclesiastical canon has been 
violated ; but he speaks plainly, as the authoritative guardian 
of the canons. To him, as such, and as the divinely constituted 
ruler of the whole Church, not only Athanasius and Marcellus, 
“ but also many other bishops from Thrace, Caelosyria, Phoe- 
nicia, Palestine,”* came complaining of the wrongs which 
they had endured, and which had been inflicted on their re- 
spective churches. The plea that the Eusebians offered for filling 
the Sees of Athanasius and Marcellus, could not be put forward 
to palliate the violence by which these were driven away from 
their Sees. — “Suppose,” says Julius, “that Athanasius and 
Marcellus, as you write, were removed from their Sees ; — what 
can you say of the others, who, as I have said, have come 
hither from various places, both priests and bishops ? — for they 
also affirm that they have been driven away, and that they have 
suffered similar outrages. O ! beloved, Ecclesiastical trials are 
no longer conducted in conformity with the Gospel, but with a 
view to exile or death. If, as you say, they were absolutely 
guilty, the trial should have been carried on according to the 
canon, and not in that way. You should have first written to 
us all, that so what is just might be decreed by all. For they 
who suffered these things were bishops, and not of an ordinary 
Church, but of one which the Apostles themselves had by their 
labour instructed in the faith. Why then have you neglected 
to write to us any thing, especially concerning the city of Alex- 
andria ? do you not know that it is the custom to write first to 
us, that what is just may be hence determined? Wherefore, 
if suspicion of that kind had fallen on the bishop there, it should 
have been reported to our Church. Now, after having done 
as they pleased, without informing us at all, they wish us to 
approve of their sentence of condemnation, in which we had 

* P.397. 
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no share. Such are not the ordinances of Paul — such is not 
the teaching of the Fathers — but this is arrogance and innova- 
tion. I beseech you, hear me willingly : I write for the gene- 
ral advantage. 1 intimate to you what we have learned from 
the blessed Apostle Peter ; nor would I write things which I 
am persuaded you know already, had not the transactions filled 
us with affliction.”— 

All this does riot convince you that Julius exercised the pre- 
rogatives of Chief Bishop. You observe, “ here we see plainly 
a claim set up for the Church of Rome, to be first informed of 
what is amiss, that justice may be done:” but you add, that he 
contemplates the action of^i council; — but of what council? Is 
it not of such of his colleagues as he might gather around him, 
to aid him to form a just and equitable judgment ? Socrates, the 
Greek historian, explaining this claim, says, that “the Eccle- 
siastical canon forbids the churches to take any measures with- 
out the sanction of the Roman Bishop.* “ This giving in- 
formation to the Church of Rome is,” you say, “ put on the 
score of custom, and not one word is to be found that looks like 
a claim by divine right.” Custom is, indeed, alleged ; the 
canons of the Church are likewise referred to; but that custom 
and those canons were conformable to the ordinances of Paul, 
and to the teaching of Peter, as the holy Pontiff is careful to 
observe. “ There is here,” you say, “ no personal authority 
for Julius himself.” It was to Julius himself, “ Julio ipsi” 
the reference was made : the sanction of the Roman Bishop, ac- 
cording to Socrates, was required. When, then, Julius speaks 
in the plural number, he modestly unites with himself his col- 
leagues whom he was wont to associate with him in judgment. 

The splendid evidence of the Primacy, afforded by these 
documents, is no wise affected by the sequel of the history of 
Athanasius. You say that the Council of Rome and the letter 
of Julius “ produced no result,” because the Council of Sardica 
was subsequently summoned by the emperors, Constantius and 


* tk fjcjcAjfffmr/jt* xdvovoc xfXtvorroc, /uH f*?v t yreojuMf t* iww- 
xomt pei/unc x*m/£«jr rate ixxtorUe. — Socrates, 1. 1. Eccl. Hist. c. 17., 
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Constans, on the same case. But the circumstances must be 
taken into consideration. Gregory, the intruded Arian, was in 
actual possession of the See of Alexandria : the Eusebian fac- 
tion were powerful at the court of Constantius, and used every 
effort to prevent the execution of the decree of Julius. To 
give it effect, it was necessary that the civil power should 
concur, and that concurrence could not be hoped for, unless 
Constantius were undeceived. It was with this view that 
Julius urged the Catholic emperor Constans to prevail on 
Constantius, his Arian brother, to hold a council of the Eastern 
and Western bishops, that the facts of the case might be placed 
in a true light, and Athanasius put in possession of his See. 
Sozomen assures us of it,* * * § and Socrates tells us that the Euse- 
bians ascribed to Julius the holding of the Sardican Council.t 
Athanasius tells us, “ that it was summoned lest those who 
had been wrongfully treated should suffer further injury, or the 
aggressors should continue to inflict outrages. 

In enumerating the bishops who assembled in this council, 
you begin by Spain, although the inscription of the council 
is : “ The Sacred Synod through the grace of God assembled 
at Sardica from Rome, Spain, Gaul,” &c.§ As you pass from 
the beginning to the end, observing, however, that mention was 
made by the Fathers “of the fruitless effort of Julius and his 
brethren in the Council of Rome” to terminate the troubles, it 
may be allowed me to give the precise words that have reference 
to it. The Fathers observe that the accusers of Athanasius, 
though present at Sardica, “ did not dare appear in the council 
of the holy bishops : from which circumstance the justice of 
the judgment of our brother and fellow bishop Julius most 
clearly appeared, who passed sentence not with rashness, but 

* Sozomen, 1. iii. Hist. c. x. 

t Socrates, 1. ii. Hist. c. xx. 

X Athan. ad Solit. Vitam Agentes, p. 442. 

§ Col. Cone. Hard. Tom. I. Col 656. This would scarcely be worth 
notice, did it not seem designedly done, as elsewhere the order observed 
by Eusebius, u Rome and Alexandria,” is reversed. These are trifles, 
but look badly. 


Digitized by 


Google 



COUNCIL OF SARDICA. 


191 


after mature deliberation.” Here you perceive that the sen- 
tence is wholly attributed to him, so that hence you may solve 
for yourself those difficulties which you have found in expres- 
sions that seem more directly to refer to the council in which 
he presided. In the letter of the Fathers of Sardica, to the 
Egyptian and African bishops, they mention the accusations 
preferred to Julius, Bishop of the Roman Church, against 
Athanasius, — the letters written to him by bishops of various 
places in his defence, — the summons issued to the Eusebians to 
appear, and their shrinking from the trial : whence they infer 
their guilt, — “ because being summoned by our beloved fellow 
minister Julius, they did not present themselves for trial.”* 
It is towards the end of this second letter that the passage is 
found which you have quoted as the conclusion of the pre- 
ceding one. Your inferences from these documents are totally 
incorrect. The innocence of Athanasius was fully established 
by the judgment of Julius ; but the violence of his enemies 
was not subdued, and the intruder, who was sustained by the 
civil power, was not ejected. Hence the Fathers of this 
council, in their first letter, implore the emperors not to suffer 
the public officers to pass sentence on clergymen, or to molest 
the brethren, but to leave every one at liberty to follow the 
Catholic and Apostolic faith, without being subject to the 
violence of persecution. They make known to him, likewise, 
that Gregory, the intruder into the See of Alexandria, is de* 
posed. These things may explain how matters were settled 
at Sardica, if, indeed, the sentence of this venerable assembly 
had put an end to the sufferings of Athanasius, but his own 
writings give us melancholy proofs that heretical outrages 
were not even then repressed. The mention of Osius, in the 
first place, and then of Julius, by his priests, as subscribing the 
letters, on which you lay some stress, is not satisfactory evidence 
that Osius was not the chief legate of the Pontiff. Athanasius 
has not given us the actual subscriptions, but the names of 
those who subscribed, so that we do not know the peculiar 

* “ Judicio non steterunt.” 
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title which Osius assumed : but we do know, from all the 
records of all councils, that the dignity of each See, rather than 
individual merit, determined the place of each bishop in the 
council, and the order of signatures. The inscription of the 
first letter states that the synod was gathered from Rome, 
Spain, and Gaul, which is no small indication that the first 
signers of the decrees were the representatives of Rome. The 
great importance justly ascribed, by Catholics and by Arians, 
to Osius, for his piety and zeal, could never make him, as bishop 
of a petty diocess in Spain, rank, in an assembly of bishops, 
above the other bishops of the Catholic world. 

You have neglected to observe that the Fathers of this coun- 
cil bore the most splendid testimony to the privileges of the 
Primacy. Osius proposed, “ If any bishop be condemned in 
any cause, and thinks that his cause is good, and that a trial 
should again take place, if it meet your approbation, let us 
honour the memory of the holy Apostle Peter, and let those 
who investigated the case write to the Roman Bishop, and if 
he judge that a new trial be granted, let it be granted, and let 
him appoint judges. But if he judge that the cause is such 
that the proceedings should not be called in question, they shall 
be confirmed. Is this the will of all ? The synod answered, It 
is our will.”* Gaudentius, a bishop, then proposed an amend- 
ment, that should an appeal be lodged to Rome, no bishop should 
be ordained in place of the deposed prelate : which was agreed 
to. These canons were adopted by the council, and report was 
made of the whole proceedings to Julius, the actual Bishop of 
Rome, in a synodical letter, in which the Fathers say: “This 
will seem to be excellent and most suitable, if the priests of 
the Lord report to the head, that is, to the See of the Apostle 
Peter, from the several provinces.”t 


* Sardic. Cone. Can. iv. Tom. I. Cone. Hard. Col. 640. 
t “ Hoc enim optimum et valde congruentissimum esse videbitur, si 
ad caput, id est, ad Petri Apostoli sedem, de singulis quibusque provinciis 
Domini referant Sacerdotes.” Ep. Synod. Sardic. Apud. Hard. Col. 
Cone. Tom. I. Col. 653. 
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This council was held a few years after that of Nice, Osius 
being present at both. Rome is recognised by the Fathers as 
the See of Peter, and the mode of proceeding in Ecclesiastical 
causes is regulated with a marked deference to its Bishop. It 
is acknowledged to be the head, and Julius is requested to ad- 
monish by his letters all bishops not to communicate with 
those whom the council had condemned. I leave you to reflect 
whether your cause is served by reference to this venerable 
assembly. 

The “ few other little matters” which you notice in connex- 
ion with Athanasius, might have been passed over without any 
detriment to your cause. The term ** Pope” applied by Con- 
stantine to Athanasius, was given in ancient times to bishojfc 
in general, as being “ Fathers” of the faithful ; but “ Pope of 
the Universal Church” was an appellation given exclusively 
to the Bishop of Rome, as early, at least, as the Council of 
Chalcedon. We do not rely on an ambiguous term for the 
Primacy, which we believe to have been divinely conferred on 
Peter. Custom, so arbitrary in the use of titles, has, for many 
ages, appropriated the term to the Father of Bishops ; but au- 
thorities and facts prove that he has thereby gained no ac- 
cession of prerogative. 

The title of “ bishop of the Catholic Church of Alexandria,” 
given somewhere to Athanasius, is perfectly correct, but long 
before, in the days of Cornelius and Cyprian, the Bishop of 
Rome was styled “ Bishop of the Catholic Church.”* It was 
unnecessary to qualify it by the mention of the particular Church 
of Rome, for though also truly styled Bishop of Rome, he pos- 
sessed authority throughout the whole Catholic Church. The 
same style is still retained in all the solemn acts of the Church, 
and the addition of the term “ Roman,” in popular use, neither 
limits nor changes the power of the Chief Bishop, or the cha- 

* Cornelium Episcopum Sanctissim© Catholic© Ecclesi®, Ep. 46, 
inter Cypr. p. 107. Tom. 111. Ed. Wirceb. The penitent schismatics 
were obliged to acknowledge Cornelius by this title, which, I believe, is 
nowhere in antiquity applied to any one but the Roman Bishops. All 
other bishops receive it with the qualifying designation of their See. 

R 


Digitized by c^ooQle 



104 


ST ATHANASIUS. 


racter of the Church. Athanasius was a Roman Catholic in 
the same sense as any bishop in communion with the Apostolic 
See at this day. High as was hie station in the Church of God, 
pure as was his faith, ardent his zeal, unblemished his virtue, 
he did not refuse to stand at the tribunal of the successor of 
Peter, and await with humility his sentence. In this he had 
the example of those who had preceded him in the See of Alex- 
andria, amongst whom he mentions Dionysius, who being ac- 
cused to the Roman Pontiff of the same name, wrote to him to 
repel the charge, and satisfy him as to his orthodoxy.* 

You “ find the terms in which Liberius and Rome are spoken 
of rather inconsistent with our doctrine.” I find them perfectly 
cbnsistent, and I thank you for directing attention to them. 
Speaking of the Arian persecutors, Athanasius says : “ In the 
first place, they have not even spared Liberius, the Roman 
Bishop, being restrained by no consideration either of its being 
an Apostolic See, or of Rome being the metropolis of the Ro- 
man dominion ; or that they themselves had styled him ‘ Apos- 
tolic’ in their writings, but confounding all things together, 
they were equally forgetful of all, having no regard for any- 
thing but impiety alone.” Allow me to continue the quota- 
tion : “ For when he ( Constantins ) saw that Liberius was or- 
thodox, and detested the Arian sect, and was eager to reclaim 
all from that heresy, impious men thought within themselves : 
If we succeed in gaining Liberius to our opinion, we shall 
shortly overcome all : they, therefore, propose the matter to 
the emperor; and he, hoping through Liberius to be able to gain 
all, sends to him a eunuch, of the name of Eusebius, with a 
letter and gifts, to allure him with the gifts and threaten him 
in the letter. The eunuch then having set out for Rome, first 

* Romam ascenderunt, ibique eum apud Dionysium ejusdem nomi- 
nis Romanum proesulem accusaverunt.” De Sent. Dionys. Alex. p. 
346. Also de Syn. Nic. p. 371. Bishop Bull makes mention of “the 
Roman synod held under their bishop Dionysius, in the cause of Dio- 
nysius of Alexandria, who was accused by some of the Church of Penta- 
polis, of denying the consubstantiality of the Son of God.” — Discourse 
IV. p. 189, vol. 2. Oxford Edit. 1816. 
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urged Liberius to subscribe against Athanasius, and communi- 
cate with the Arians, because the emperor desired it and com- 
manded it absolutely ; then, pointing to the gifts, he continued 
to persuade him, and taking Liberius by the hand, addressed 
him : Obey the king, and take these gifts. The Bishop, in re- 
ply, asked him how could this be done against Athanasius ? 
how shall we condemn (said he) a man whom not one, but two 
synods, entirely acquitted of all guilt, and whom the Roman 
Church dismissed in peace ? who would approve of our con- 
duct, were we to condemn in his absence a man whom we 
treated with affection when present, and with whom we held 
communion ? This is not the Ecclesiastical canon : nor the tradi- 
tion which we received from our Fathers, and which they de- 
rived from the blessed and great Apostle Peter.”* I willingly 
leave to the reader to judge whether the incidental mention of 
the greatness of the seat of empire which Constantius should 
have respected, can detract from the testimony here borne to 
it as being an Apostolic See, preserving the tradition of the 
great Apostle Peter, and whose prelate was, on that account, 
styled “ Apostolic,” the gaining of whom was considered, by 
the enemies of faith, the conquest of all. The terms in which 
Osius is spoken of cannot refer to anything but great personal 
merit connected with the conspicuous part he had acted, and the 
high functions committed to him ; for as bishop of Cordova, he 
could not be of great influence or rank : whilst those applied 
to Liberius, plainly regard his office as successor of Peter its 
the Apostolic See of Rome. How anxious the enemies of the 
Primacy are to find a rival, or a superior to the Roman Bishop ! 

You say, that “perhaps you ought not to -close the extracts 
from Athanasius, without taking notice of the forgeries which 
have been palmed upon the world for some centuries under his 
name.” You ought not to have wasted your valuable time 
with any document confessedly false, nor should you have in- 
sinuated that such forgeries were at any time thought necessary 
to sustain the rights of the Holy See. Candour would have 

* Athan. ad Vitam Solit. agentes, p. 451. 
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avowed that in documents of undoubted authenticity, express- 
ions and passages are found which probably the contriver of 
that literary fraud had before him. The title of “ Apostolic, ” 
which he uses, is, at least, as ancient as Tertullian — “ Pope of 
the Universal Church” can be found at Chalcedon — “ root and 
mother of churches” in Cyprian — ■“ the head” in the synodical 
letter of the Fathers of Sardica. The letter of Pope Agatho, 
which was read and received with acclamation in the sixth 
council, as the voice of Peter, contains as strong language in 
regard to the providence that has watched over the Apostolic 
See, and seems to have been borrowed or imitated by the 
pseudo-Athanasius. Allow me to submit an extract from it. 
“ For this is the rule of true faith which the Apostolic Church 
of Christ, this spiritual mother of your most tranquil empire 
(the Pontiff writes to Constantine Pogonatus) warmly held, and 
defended, both in prosperity and in adversity, which Church, 
through the grace of Almighty God, is shown to have strayed 
at no time from the path of Apostolic tradition, and never suc- 
cumbed, perverted by the novelties of heretics ; but as from the 
commencement of Christian faith it received from its founders, 
the princes of the Apostles of Christ, so it incorrnptibly re- 
mains to the end, according to the promise of our Lord and 
Saviour himself, which he declared to the Prince of his Apos- 
tles, as in the Gospel, saying: ‘ Peter, Peter, lo ! Satan hath 
sought to sift you as one sifteth wheat : but 1 have prayed for 
thee, that thy faith may not fail : and thou being once convert- 
ed, confirm thy brethren.’ Let, then, your serene clemency 
consider that the Lord and Saviour of all, whose gift faith is, 
and who promised that the faith of Peter should not fail, charg- 
ed him to confirm his brethren : and it is notorious to all that 
the Apostolic high priests, my predecessors, have always done 
so intrepidly.”* Having solemn and authentic documents of 
this kind, which attest not merely the claims of the Pontiff, 
but the conviction of a General Council, composed especially 
of oriental bishops, you may conceive that we easily dispense 

* Cone. Constant., iii. Act. iv. c. 1081. Col. Hard. Tom. III. 
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with any aid to be derived from a work falsely ascribed to 
Athanasius, or any other individual Father. Your reference to 
such a work exposes you to the suspicion of seeking to dimi- 
nish the lustre of the evidence which dazzles and overwhelms 
you, by insinuating that forgery was a necessary means for 
sustaining our tenets. But forgery is not our besetting sin. A 
divine of the establishment, the celebrated antiquary, Dr Whi- 
taker has made a humiliating acknowledgment on this subject : 
“ Forgery — I blush for the honour of Protestantism while I 
write it — seems to have been peculiar to the Reformed— I look 
in vain for one of these accursed outrages of imposition amongst 
the disciples of Popery.”* 

* See his words, quoted in the Dublin Review, No. 2, p. 545. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

St Cyril, who was bishop of Jerusalem about the middle 
of the fourth century, follows in your list of authorities. “The 
Lord,” says he, “ is merciful and prompt to pardon, but slow 
to avenge. Let no one, therefore, despair of his salvation. 
Peter, the highest and the prince of the Apostles, denied the 
Lord thrice in the presence of a vile handmaid, but being 
touched with compunction he wept bitterly.”* I am surprised 
that you translate the Greek terms as if a mere “ foreman” or 
“leading preacher” were designated, and venture to assert 
that they do not warrant the Latin translation of the learned 
Touttee. It is painful to trouble the general reader with dis- 
cussions of verbal criticism ; but as you have endeavoured to 
destroy the force of these terms, it is proper to state distinctly 
that the former signifies, according to the use of the classical 
authors, and the explanations of lexicographers, “ the highest,” 
“the most eminent,” “the first in power,” “the greatest in 
dignity.”! The second term designates “ the foremost in bat- 
tle,” and in a secondary sense, “ a prince” or “ leader.”! I* 
is now easy to judge whether you, or Touttee, represent the 
author’s meaning with greater exactness. As the same terms 
occur in the second passage, with some slight variation, the 

* S. Cyril, Hieros. c. 11, § 19. Ed. Paris, A. D. 1720, p. 31. Edit. 
Oxon. p. 32. Tlt'rpoc o KOpypettOTetroc *ett 7r pairor taw f *ra y airoffrohav . 
f Herod, vi. 23, “ the very highest, the most eminent.” 
t See Jones’s Greek and English Lexicon, D&mmii Lexicon Home- 
ricum, Hiderici, Schrevelii Lexic. Herod. 
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same observations may be applied to them. “ Peter, the prince 
of the Apostles, and the supreme herald of the Church.”* The 
term “ preacher,” but feebly expresses the idea conveyed by 
the Greek word, which signifies rather the authoritative pro- 

claimer of sovereign mandates, the chief organ of the Church. 
The use of the adjective in the positive degree in Greek, does 
not at all prove, as you allege, amplification on the part of the 
translator, because its meaning, in its simplest form, is — “ placed 
on the top ;” the substantive, itself, signifying “ head,” or “ sum- 
mit;” and it is in the other passage applied to Peter in the super- 
lative. I must refer you to the authors and to the dictionaries, 
as also to Milles, the Protestant editor of the Oxford edition of 
the works of this saint, who gives the same Latin translation 
of these words as Touttee.f 

It may gratify some readers to know on what occasion these 
appellations were given to St Peter. It is in reference to the 
confession of the divinity of Christ, which he made when the 
Apostles were questioned whom they believed him to be: “All 
of them remaining silent,” says St Cyril, “ for the doctrine 
was beyond the reach of man, Peter, the prince of the Apos- 
tles, AND THE SUPREME HERALD OF THE CHURCH, IlOt following 
his own inventions, nor persuaded by human reasoning, but 
enlightened in his mind by the Father, says to him: ‘Thou 
art Christ,’ not simply this, but ‘ the Son of the living God.’ ” 
It is easy to perceive that no allusion is made to his preaching, 
but to his office as prince of the Apostles, and the chief organ 
of the faith of the Church ; so that your commentary, — “ the 
preacher who took the lead, inasmuch as he preached the first 
sermon to the Jews,” is surely inadmissible. 

Your third extract from St Cyril is found in the fourteenth 
discourse. The saint is engaged in proving the resurrection of 
the Saviour, and thus appeals to the witnesses of the fact: 

* Tlirpoc o Trpoproo-'rx'THe rcev aTroo-'roKorv, **1 7r»g ix.x.Xx.ri'tc xopv^Aiog 
x»pv%' S. Cyril Hier. p. 150. Edit. Par. p. 136. Edit. Oxon. Cat. xi. 

§ i 

t “ Petrus princeps Apostolorum excellentissimus,” is the translation 
of Milles in the Oxford edition. 
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“ Peter, and John, and Thomas, and all the other Apostles.— 
Peter testifies it, who before, indeed, denied him, but having 
thrice confessed him, was ordered to feed his spiritual sheep.” 
These passages precede that which you have quoted, in which 
the saint exhorts the faithful, when disputing with the Jews, to 
show the excellence of the glory of the Saviour, by the greater 
privileges granted to tho Apostles above Moses and the pro- 
phets : “ Be not ashamed of thy Apostles,” he says to each 
Christian, “ they are not inferior to Moses, nor second to the 
prophets, but they are as good as the good, and better than the 
good : for Elias was taken up into heaven ; but Peter has the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven, since he heard : ‘ whatsoever 
thou shalt loose upon earth shall be loosed also in heaven . 9 
Elias was taken up only to heaven ; Paul to heaven and to 
paradise.” The sequel offers nothing to diminish the force of 
his assertion, that Peter was more privileged than Elias, 
though the prophet was snatched up in a fiery chariot ; for the 
Apostle received the power of the keys of the kingdom of hea- 
ven — a sublimer gift — a more divine privilege. To him was 
given the commission to feed the spiritual sheep of Christ. 
— You say : “ it is evident that, on the whole, the saint ex- 
presses himself more fully and warmly in favour of the privi- 
leges of Paul.” Let us not trifle about the length of sentences, 
or the beauty of expressions. He makes no comparison be- 
tween the Apostles : but he ascribes to Peter special power and 
authority, which he does not ascribe to Paul, though he speaks 
of his raptures, his preaching, and his martyrdom. 

Your fourth quotation takes us back to the sixth discourse, 
in which St Cyril relates the overthrow of Simon the Magi- 
cian, effected by the prayers of Peter and Paul ; to render 
which credible, he refers to the power of the keys which Peter 
had received, and the rapture with which Paul had been favour- 
ed : “Let it not” says he, “ appear wonderful, however won- 
derful it be in itself ; for Peter was he who carried around* the 

* irtfttfpfi. This term expresses very strongly the habitual power 
and its exercise. 
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keys of heaven : nor is it surprising ; since Paul was he who 
was wrapt up into the third heaven and to paradise, and who 
heard ineffable words, which it is not lawful for man to utter.” 
In this passage, every thing confirms the power which we as- 
cribe to Peter. — But it is in the manner of introducing the nar- 
rative that you find room for objection. The saint states, that 
as the errors of Simon Magus were being spread, “ a pair of 
good men, Peter and Paul, the prelates of the Church,”* in- 
terposed, and checked their progress by the miraculous over- 
throw of their author. The application of the same term “ pre- 
lates” to both Apostles indicates, you imagine, an equality of 
office and authority ; but the same style is observed by us in 
speaking and writing of these Apostles, though no one can sup- 
pose that we thereby exclude the Primacy of Peter. Both 
were prelates and princes of the Church ; Peter as supreme 
ruler, Paul with Apostolic power, but subordinate to Peter, who 
is peculiarly styled prince of the Apostles, a title which, I be- 
lieve, you will never find given to Paul unless in conjunction 
with him.t 

The inferences which you draw from these passages are 
strange indeed, and the assertions which are made to sustain 
them are equally surprising. “ The strongest epithet applied 
to Peter — that of a president of the Church — is given to St 
Paul in connexion with him.” Allow me to remind you of 
these much stronger epithets, no where given to the Apostle 
Paul : — “ Peter the most eminent and the prince of the Apostles 


* 0/ iKK\»rietf nrporoirea. 

t It is nowise strange, as Bishop Hopkins appears to think, that the 
version should vary, where the original terras are different. Upoa-'rarAt 
is correctly rendered “ praesules,” as this term is determined by general 
Ecclesiastical usage to signify “ bishops” or “ prelates,” not presidents, 
as the bishop renders it. Milles presents the same variation : “ Ecclesi© 
praefecti.” Neither interpreter could have meant to diminish the force 
of the term. ri/>a<rov<r«'r»c, having an immediate reference to the other 
Apostles, has been properly rendered “princeps,” prince, chieftain, or 
leader. It is painful to observe groundless charges of infidelity or cor- 
rupt design advanced or insinuated against interpreters, by those who, 
in their attempt to sustain them, lay themselves open to similar imputa- 
tions. 
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— the supreme herald of the Church.” I cannot persuade my- 
self of what you say every one knows, that these terms do not 
import jurisdiction. Never was there a more idle and perni- 
cious abuse of words than if they were used to “ signify sim- 
ply a certain precedency among equals.” Power and authority 
were necessarily implied by them, and their signification was 
determined and confirmed by the often repeated declaration — 
that Peter received and carried about the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven, and that he was commissioned to feed the sheep of 
Christ. You state that “ his having the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven, is compared with Paul’s being taken up into hea- 
ven.” I cannot discover a vestige of such a comparison. I 
see that the possession of the keys by Peter, and the raptures of 
Paul, are referred to with a view to prove that the Apostles of 
Jesus Christ were more privileged than the prophets of the an- 
cient dispensation : but this implies no comparison between 
the power of Peter and the favours granted to Paul. The 
comparison lies between the Apostles and the prophets. In 
like manner the power of Peter and the raptures of Paul are 
alleged to render credible the fact, that the artifices of Simon 
Magus were defeated by both, and resulted in his miraculous 
overthrow ; but no comparison is made between the Apostles 
themselves. The author’s silence as to the erection of the Ro- 
man bishopric by Peter, is no wise surprising, since he was 
engaged in pointing out the heresies regarding the Deity which 
had been broached by Simon Magus ; and he merely digressed 
to relate the miracle that had marked his overthrow : so that 
thi3 cannot have even the semblance of a negative argument, 
since his subject did not call for a second digression. 

I regret you have rendered our investigation so tedious, by 
having recourse to reasoning of a purely negative kind, which, 
if it do not create confusion in the mind of most readers, will 
certainly make the study of this subject less interesting. How- 
ever, 1 must glance at the passages you have adduced. “ Christ,” 
says St Cyril, “ is a High Priest, having a priesthood that 
passes not away,* who neither began his priesthood in time, nor 

* AJratfal/SfltTCV. 
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has a successor in his high-priesthood.”* Why is he silent 
about the vieegerency of the Pope? — Because he is engaged in 
instructing the Catechumens or Neophytes in the divine func- 
tions and character of Christ. You would have him unneces- 
sarily digress, and speak of the organization of the hierarchy, 
and the powers lef^ for the government of the Church. The 
Pope, you well know, does not claim to be successor of Christ, 
who, as he liveth for ever, has a perpetual priesthood, and is 
the Head over all the Church. The vicarial powers, which 
are exercised by his authority, are hot inconsistent, as you ac- 
knowledge, with this sublime doctrine. 

The saint, in his fifteenth discourse, deplores the schisms 
and scandals that already existed, and speaks of the still greater 
evils that will prevail in the days of antichrist : “ The wars 
among the nations terrify me ; the schisms of the churches ter- 
rify me ; the mutual hatred amongst brethren terrifies me.” 
Why, you ask, does he not point out the cause of the evils, 
departure from the See of Peter ? — Because he was neither 
treating of the causes or remedies of the evils, but strengthening 
the catechumens against existing scandals, whilst he explained 
to them what Christ had predicted was to come to pass. The 
great cause of the evils at that time was not, however, de» 
parture from the See of Peter, but obstinacy in maintaining the 
impiety of Arius, and separating thereby flourishing churches 
from the Catholic communion. 

The beautiful passage from the sixteenth chapter appears to 
you hardly reconcilable with our dogma. The saint invites 
the catechumens to consider the boundless influence of the Holy 
Spirit, whose graces and gifts are diffused in abundance over 
the countless multitude of the faithful throughout the whole 
world. After the enumeration of nations, he refers to the dif- 
ferent classes of men: “ See,” says he, “in each nation the 
bishops, the priests, the deacons, the monks, the virgins, and 
the laity, and consider this great Ruler and Dispenser of Gifts, 

* Cat. x. § xiv. p. 143. Edit. Paris. § vii. Edit. Oxon. p. 131. 
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how throughout the world he gives to one indeed chastity, to 
another perpetual virginity, to another the love of poverty, to 
another the power of resisting adverse spirits.” You look in 
vain for the Pope, whom you expect to find every where 5 but, 
once more, you should remember that the saint is expatiating 
on the gifts of the Holy Spirit, and not on the organization or 
powers of the hierarchy. He refers to the various classes, with- 
out specifying their relations, which had no connexion with his 
subject. Had he professed to describe the whole constitution 
of the Church, the rank and powers of its officers, you would 
no doubt have seen the Bishop of Rome at their head, as you 
find him in all monuments of antiquity that present a view of 
the hierarchy. Your comparison of the historian forgetting the 
king, in describing a monarchy, is not exact, since Cyril was 
not an historian, but an orator, and undertook no description of 
the Church. 

That, in speaking of the communication of the Holy Ghost 
to the Apostles, when they were empowered to forgive sins, St 
Cyril should have given no intimation that Peter was consti- 
tuted their head, is no matter of surprise, since it was not on 
that occasion the special power of governing the flock of Christ 
was conferred on this Apostle. It was when he was charged 
to feed the sheep, as the saint has elsewhere specified. 

It was scarcely proper to introduce here the remarks of the 
translator of St Cyril, who, as you must admit, in observing 
that Jerusalem was the mother of all the churches, merely meant 
that the divine religion of Christ was first preached and esta- 
blished there, and did not at all call in question the right of the 
Roman Church to be called mother of all others, because most 
have been brought forth to Christ by Apostolic men whom she 
sent to preach the Gospel, and all are governed by her with 
maternal authority and affection. What end is attained by 
availing one’s self of an ambiguous phrase, where the author’s 
meaning is manifest? 

In the seventeenth discourse, whence you cite the next testi- 
mony you bring from St Cyril, you complain that no intima- 
tion is given of the Primacy of Peter, yet you will find it thus 
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clearly and strongly expressed : — “In the same power of the 

Holy Ghost, Peter, also, the prince of the Apostles, and the 
key-bearer of the kingdom of heaven, cured iEneas, a palsied 
man, in the name of Christ, at Lydda, now called Diospolis.* 

You have furnished your readers with some admirable ex- 
tracts from the eighteenth discourse, wherein the article of the 
creed — “ I believe in the Holy Catholic Church,” — is beautifully 
expounded. “ Many things,” says the saint, “ might be said of 
her, but we shall be brief. She is called Catholic, therefore, 
because she is diffused throughout the world, from one ex- 
tremity to the other. And because she teaches in a Catholic 
manner, and without imperfection, t all the dogmas which 
should come to the knowledge of men, concerning visible and 
invisible things, heavenly and earthly. And because she sub- 
jects every class of men, the rulers as well as their subjects, 
the learned and unlearned, directing them to piety. And be- 
cause universally curing and healing every species of sins, 
committed by the soul or body, she possesses in herself every 
kind of virtue, by whatever name it may be known, in works 
and words, and spiritual gifts of every kind. — She is also 
properly styled a Church, or convocation, on account of the 
calling and assembling of all in her. The Psalmist says : 4 I 
will confess to thee in the great Church : I will praise thee in 
the numerous people ! ’ Before, it was sung in the Psalms : 4 In 
the churches bless ye the Lord God from the fountains of 
Israel but after the Jews fell from grace, in consequence of 
the snares laid for the Saviour, he instituted another society, 
formed of the Gentiles — our holy Christian Church : of which 
he said to Peter : 4 On this rock I will build my Church, and 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.’ — Of this holy 
Catholic Church, Paul writes to Timothy : 4 that thou mayest 
know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God, 
which is the Church of the living God, the pillar and the 
ground of truth.’ 

44 But since the name of church is applied to different things, 

14 P. 253. Edit. Ox. t xdL&oxptus ka'i ari\xi<ar»c. 
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as it is written of the multitude in the theatre of the Ephesians; 
‘ And saying these things he dismissed the Church’* — and with 
justice and truth one might say, that the church of the wicked 
is the conventicles of heretics, to wit— Marc ionites, Manieheans 
and the rest ; therefore, now faith has delivered to you most 
firmly this article — and in one holy Catholic Church , that you 
may shun the polluted conventicles of these men, and persevere 
throughout in the holy Catholic Church, in which you were 
regenerated. If, perchance, you travel abroad in cities, do not 
simply ask : where is the Lord’s house ? for even the various 
sects of the impious endeavour to call their caverns the houses 
of the Lord : nor ask simply : where is the Church? hut where 
is the Catholic Church ? for this is the proper name of the holy 
mother of us all, which truly is the spouse of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the only begotten Son of God.”* 

I would compliment but little the intellect of my readers 
were I to offer any comment on this text. You, however, 
cannot find in it any thing like our doctrine. What unbiassed 
man, who compares them, will hesitate to pronounce them one 
and the same ? The Pope is there, though yoti cannot see him, 
for on Peter, as on a rock, the saint declares that the Church 
is built. Strange infatuation ! You complain of not finding the 
privileges of Peter, where nothing warrants you to expect 
them, and you close your eyes on those characters of light in 
which they are recorded ! 

You add some passages from Cyril’s works to show the 
authority of Scriptures. With Cyril we venerate the oracles of 
God. With him fre say “ we recognise salvation in Christ 
Jesus : Was Christ incarnate to no purpose? the God- 

man whom the Scriptures declare. Are these doctrines 
fond inventions and sophisms of men ? Are not the divine 
Scriptures our salvation ? are not the predictions of the pro- 
phets .? Keep, then, this permanent deposit, and let no one 
shake your faith : believe that God became man. ”t— Concern- 
ing the Holy Spirit we likewise hold what the Scriptures teach, 

* Catech. xviii. § 23,25,26. f 12 Cat. p. 155. Edit. Oxon. 
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nor do we venture to search, with rash curiosity, into this 
mystery beyond what he has been pleased to reveal of himself. 
This is all that the saint states. 

You might, Right Reverend Sir, have cried “ alas !” for 
very different reasons than those which you subjoin in your 
affectionate appeal. Alas ! for the prejudice that is not dissi- 
pated by the blaze of evidence presented by the sainted bishop 
of Jerusalem ! But how could you venture to close your chap- 
ter with an insinuation against the memory of the illustrious 
doctor, St Thomas of Aquin ? Because, in an age when the facili- 
ties of judging of the authenticity of works were not such as 
we possess, a passage was quoted by him from a work, which 
passed as genuine, you write as if it were a forgery, contrived, 
or sanctioned, by that venerated writer. I feel for the accuser 
of such a man. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

From Jerusalem you transfer us to Gaul, to receive the de- 
positions of St Hilary, bishop of Poictiers. In his treatise “ On 
the Trinity ,” he addresses God the Father, declaring his belief 
in the divinity of the Son, and beautifully states the grounds of 
his faith by a reference to the authority of Moses, the Prophets, 
the Evangelists, and the Apostles Peter and Paul. Were he in 
error, he boldly says that his ruin should be laid to their charge. 
Of these he speaks in those terms : 44 Matthew, from a publican, 
chosen to be an Apostle ; John, through the familiarity of the 
Lord, made worthy of a revelation of heavenly mysteries ; and 
after his confession of the mystery , blessed Simon , lying be- 
neath, that the Church might be built on him,* and receiving 
the key 8 of the kingdom of heaven ; and all the others preach- 
ing by the Holy Spirit ; and the vessel of thy election, Paul, 
from a persecutor made an Apostle, living in the depth of the 
sea, a man raised to the third heaven, in paradise before martyr- 
dom, the offering of perfect faith being accomplished in his mar- 
tyrdom. By these I have been instructed in what I hold : with 
these doctrines I am unalterably imbued. And forgive me, O 
Almighty God, for adding, that in these doctrines I cannot im- 
* prove, but I am able to die in their belief.”t — You maintain that 
the words which refer to Peter, taken in connexion with the 


* jEdificationi Ecclesi® subjacens.” Bishop Hopkins has rendered 
it : 44 Lying at the foundation of the Church.” 
t S. Hil. de Trin. 1. vi. Tom. VIII. n. 20. Edit. Wirceb. p. 154. 
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rest, prove nothing for our doctrine ; but I cannot discover what 
they lose by that connexion. The saint, indeed, is not labouring 
to prove the prerogatives of Peter, but the divinity of Him 
whom Peter confessed to be the Son of the living God. Inci- 
dentally, however, he mentions that Peter was the foundation 
on which the Church was built, — for this surely is the force of 
the words, — and he declares that he received the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven. This proves clearly the intimate and im- 
portant relation which Peter bears to the Church, and the high 
authority which he specially exercises; and as the building 
must have at all times its foundation, the inference of the per- 
manence of the power in the successors of Peter is too obvious 
to be fairly called in question. The strength of the proof is ra- 
ther increased by the indirect manner of the reference to the 
powers of Peter, because it indicates that they were admitted 
facts. 

In the address of Hilary to the Apostles, you appear to your- 
self to find a positive demonstration, that in the passage just 
alleged no peculiar power or prerogatives were ascribed to 
Peter. He thus apostrophises them : “ O holy and blessed 
men, who through the merit of your faith obtained the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, and received the power of binding and 
loosing in heaven and on earth, you had seen so great prodi- 
gies, so worthy of God, performed by our Lord Jesus Christ.”* 
This does not at all demonstrate the point in question, for in 
addressing a number of persons, one of whom possesses some 
peculiar power, whilst others have powers of a similar character, 
though with a certain subordination, it was most natural to use 
language common to all without any nice distinction. It is not in 
rhetorical apostrophes that you should expect the accurate distinc- 
tions of the schools. To all the Apostles Christ gave the power 
of binding and loosing : — to Peter, on account of the excellence 
of his faith, he gave the keys of the kingdom of heaven. When- 
ever this Apostle is spoken of in particular, you will find this 
specially observed ; and if at any time the power of the keys 

* Hilar, de Trin. L vi. Tom. VIII. p. 166. Ed. Wire p. 118. Ed. Par. 
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is Attributed to the others, it is without any derogation to the 
eminent mode in which it belongs to him. Although we strenu- 
ously maintain his Primacy, we are accustomed to speak of the 
exercise of the ministry by the most lowly of the priests, as of 
the exercise of the power ,of the keys. The use, then, of simi- 
lar language does not detract from his high prerogative. 

When speaking of the confession made by Peter, Hilary 
shows that it was extolled by the Saviour, as divinely revealed, 
because it was an acknowledgment, not merely of his being 
the Messiah, or the adopted Son of God, but that he is his true 
and eternal Son : “ For praise,” says he, “ was given to Peter, 
not merely on account of the confession of the honour (due to 
Christ ), but on account of his acknowledgment of the mystery, 
because he confessed not merely Christ, but Christ the Son of 
God.* The Father saying, 4 This is my Son, 9 revealed to 
Peter, that he might say , 4 thou art the Son of God.’ On this rock 
of confession, therefore, the Church is built. This faith is the 
foundation of the Church : through this faith the gates of hell are 
powerless against her. This faith has the keys of the heavenly 
kingdom. What this faith binds or looses on earth, is bound and 
loosed in heaven. This faith is the gift of the Father’s revela- 
tion, not falsely to assert that Christ is a creature drawn forth 
from nothing, but to confess hiifi to be the Son of God, accord- 
ing to his natural property. O ! impious frenzy of wretched 
folly, that does not understand the martyr of blessed old age 
and faith, the martyr Peter, for whom the Father was prayed, 
that his faith might not fail in temptation — who, having twice 
repeated the profession of the love God demanded of him, 
sighed, on being a third time interrogated, as if his love were 
doubtful and uncertain, thereby also meriting to hear thrice 
from the Lord, after being purified of his weaknesses by this 
threefold trial : 4 Feed my sheep — who, whilst all the other 
Apostles remained silent, understanding, in a manner beyond 
human infirmity, from the revelation of the Father, that he was 
the Son of God, merited pre-eminent glory by the confession 
of his faith ! To what necessity of interpreting his words are 

* S. Hil. de Trin. 1. vi. p. 168. 
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we now brought ? He confessed Christ to be the Son of God : 
but you (Arian), the lying priesthood of a new Apostolate, 
urge me to believe* that Christ is a creature brought forth from 
nothing. What violence you offer to his glorious words ! He 
confessed the Son of God : for this he is blessed. This is the 
revelation of the Father, this is the foundation of the Church, 
this is the security for eternity. Hence, he hast the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven — hence his judgments on earth are rati- 
fied in heaven. He learned by revelation the mystery hidden 
from ages — he spoke the faith — he declared the nature — he 
confessed the Son of God. Whoever, rather acknowledging 
him a creature, denies this, should first deny the Apostolate of 
Peter, his faith, blessedness, priesthood, martyrdom ; and then 
let him understand that he is estranged from Christ, because 
Peter, confessing him to be the Son, merited these things. . . . 
Let there be a different faith, if there be different keys of hea- 
ven. Let there be a different faith, if there is to be another 
Church against which the gates of hell shall not prevail. Let 
there be another faith, if there will be another Apostolate, binding 
and loosing in heaven what it binds and looses on earth. Let 
there be another faith, if Christ shall be preached a different 
Son of God than he is. But if this faith only that confessed 
Christ to be the Son of God, merited in Peter the glory of all 
beatitudes, that which acknowledges him rather a creature from 
nothing, must necessarily be not the Church, nor of Christ, 
since it has not obtained the keys of the kingdom of heaven, 
and is contrary to the Apostolic faith and power.”:): 

I have been somewhat more diffuse than you, in my quota- 
tions from this Father, that the reader might have a full and 
correct view of his sentiments. You “find our witness de- 

* “ Mihi ingeris.” The correct translation is here given. Bishop H. 
mistakes it for casting out Christ. 

t u Hinc regni cselorum habet claves.” Bishop Hopkins’s transla- 
tion is surely not a faithful representation of the text : “ hence, are the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven !” Why this ? 

X S. Hil. de Trin. 1. vi. p. 169. 


Digitized by boogie 



212 


ST HILARY OF POICTIERS. 


daring, that not Peter, but the faith which he confessed, was 
the foundation of the Church.”— Point to the passage wherein it 
is said that Peter was not the foundation. It nowhere occurs. 
The object of St Hilary is to show that the Arian heresy had 
no part or share in the power of the keys, or the privileges 
granted to Peter, because it had not the faith which obtained 
for Peter these privileges. There is not the least effort to es- 
tablish a distinction between Peter and the confession of faith 
which he made : but the Arians are confounded by being told, 
that, as they deny Christ to be the Son of the living God, they 
have no power of the keys, and are not inheritors of the pro- 
mises made to the Church. Peter, then, confessing the divinity 
of Christ, is the foundation : his is the Apostolate, the acts 
whereof are confirmed in heaven : the Church connected with 
him is that against which the gates of hell cannot prevail : there 
can be no other faith, no other power, no other Church. 

Your translation of the passage of St Hilary, wherein he 
speaks of the cure of the mother-in-law of Peter, and says that 
Peter is 44 the prince of the Apostolate,”* appears to me inac- 
curate, and the earnestness with which you solicit attention to 
your remarks on the term 44 princeps,” occasions some sur- 


* S. Hilar, in Matt. c. vii. “ Primus credidit, et Apostolatus est 
princeps.” Bishop Hopkins translates this passage — “ he first believed, 
and is the beginning of the Apostolate.” He maintains that “princeps” 
may be rendered “beginning,” and that “prince” is only a secondary, 
or rather a third meaning, its primary signification being first , original , 
primitive. I shall not dispute with the bishop as to its primary meaning; 
but the learned will admit that its general acceptation is a chief, or ruler, 
and it is manifest that in most of the passages of the Fathers, it cannot 
receive any other explanation. Though “ princeps mensis” means “ the 
first month,” I know no passage of sacred or profane authors, where 
“ princeps” means the leginning. Perhaps the bishop had principium 
in his mind. He remarks, in a note, that a bishop is styled by Hilary 
“ princeps ecclesi®,” which certainly does not mean the beginning of 
the Church, but “ a prince of the Church,” a governor, a ruler. Peter 
was “prince of the Apostolate,” governing the others, that no schism 
might arise. All bishops may be called princes of the Church, because 
they are governors of portions of it ; but one is set over all. 
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prise. I refer the reader to the note, and only remark, that if 
there were any ambiguity in the term, the many passages in 
the writings of this Father, in which he speaks of Peter, with 
holy enthusiasm, should hare removed all doubt from your 
mind as to its meaning. In his commentary on the glorious 
confession of this Apostle, he observes : “ The confession of 
Peter obtained a suitable reward, because he saw the Son of 
God in the man. Blessed is he, who was praised for observ- 
ing and seeing beyond what human eyes could see ; — not be- 
holding what was of flesh and blood, but discerning the Son of 
God by the revelation of the heavenly Father; and who was 
judged worthy to be the first to recognise in Christ his divine 
nature. O thou foundation of the Church, happy in the new 
appellation which thou receivest ; O ! rock, worthy of that 
building which is to destroy the infernal laws, and the gates of 
hell, and all the bars of death ! O ! happy gate-keeper of hea- 
ven, to whose discretion the keys of the eternal porch are de- 
livered, and whose judgment on earth is a prejudged authority 
in heaven, so that those things which are bound or loosed on 
earth, obtain in heaven a like condition and determination.”* — 
The effort which you make to explain away the force of this 
passage, by referring it to the faith of Peter, as if this were 
elsewhere distinguished by the saint from Peter confessing 
Christ, needs no reply. Whoever does not wish to mistake 
the meaning of the author, can easily discover it. 

You quote a passage in which Hilary says : “ This is to 
be considered in regard to Peter, that he preceded the others 
in faith: for when the others were ignorant, he was the first 
to answer: ‘Thou art the Son of the living God.’ lie was the 
first to reject the idea of his suffering, thinking it to be evil. He 
was the first to promise that he would die rather than deny Him. 
He was the first to refuse to have his feet washed. He also drew 
the sword against those who came to seize on the Lord.” To 
this quotation, you subjoin this remark : “ This passage is one 

/ 

* S. Hil. Comm, in Matt., c. xiv. p. 416. Wire. Edit. p. 572. Par. 
Edit. 
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of many which explain what the ancients meant by Peter’s 
Primacy. But Hilary is not here engaged in explaining the 
Primacy, or the Scriptural texts by which it is sustained. He 
is speaking of the walking of Peter on the waters : and he cer- 
tainly says nothing inconsistent with the Primacy, — nothing to 
weaken the force of those passages in which he expressly treats 
of the prerogatives of Peter. I need not trouble the reader with 
the passage from the commentary on the 118th Psalm, where 
the saint takes occasion to dwell on the answer of Peter to 
the cripple who sought alms : “ Silver and gold I have not : 
but what I have, I give you : in the name of the Lord Jesus, 
I say to thee, arise.” You think that St Hilary should have 
observed, that Peter, besides the power of miracles, had pleni- 
tude of power over the Apostles. Did the occasion demand 
any such reference ? 

In the commentary on the fifty-second Psalm,* you find a 
passage in which, speaking of the Apostles, Hilary says that 
“ they received the keys of the kingdom of heaven.” The ex- 
planation already given of a similar expression, in the sixth 
Book on “ The Trinity,” will be found strictly applicable to 
this. He was not labouring to prove that they all had 
equal power ; but since the Psalmist complains of the general 
corruption of men, and says, that there is none good — no, not 
one — Hilary inquires, “how then was Abel pleasing to God, 
Seth approved of, Isaac made heir, Enoch translated, Noe 
preserved, Melchisedech sanctified, Abraham chosen, Jacob 
made Israel, Job declared without blame, Moses the friend of 
God, Aaron his anointed, David a man according to the heart 
of God, the prophets spiritual men, and how did the Apostles 
receive the keys of the kingdom of heaven ?”t Such a phrase 
oould be correctly understood of the Apostolic College, even 
were that power vested in only one of them, because such ge- 

* Bishop Hopkins calls it fifty-first, because it is thus numbered in 
the Protestant Bible : but it is fifty-second in Hilary, as well as in our 
Vulgate ; and in quotations accuracy of reference should always be ob- 
served- 

t P. 243. Edit. Wire. p. 706. Edit. Paris. 
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Hefei phrases applied to communities, or collections of men, are 
sufficiently verified if the power is lodged somewhere in the 
body. We cheerfully admit that all the Apostles had the 
power of the keys, inasmuch as that power is identified with 
the general functions of the Christian ministry, especially the 
authority to bind and loose : though we contend that the grant 
of that power to Peter individually, and by this peculiar em- 
blem, proves the possession of it in an eminent degree, espe- 
cially for the general government of the kingdom of Christ on 
earth.* 

The epithets “ Master,” or “ Teacher of Nations,” “ Doctor 
of Nations,” “ Chosen Teacher of the Church of Christ,” and 
any others applied by St Hilary, or the other Fathers, to St 
Paul, are given by us also to this great Apostle, without any 
detriment to the official prerogatives of Peter : nor are our proofs 
of the Primacy dependent on words of similar import. The 
terms which we allege in support of it, are such as denote supe- 
riority and power, and their meaning is determined by the cir- 
cumstances in which they are used, and by clear and unequivo- 
cal testimonies and facts. 

You offer us, in addition, some passages, which you say 
“ exhibit clearly the polity of the Church, and the regard paid 
to councils in the days of Hilary.” In his letter to the Arian 
emperor, Constantius, he complains of his banishment, occa- 
sioned by faction and false messengers of the council, who de- 
ceived the emperor.t Of what council? Of the Arian synod, 
held at Berry, in which Saturnine, the Arian bishop of Arles, 


* Archbishop Potter acknowledges the keys to be the emblem of 
supreme power : “ Our blessed Lord, as the king of this household, who 
has the supreme power to admit and exclude whomsoever he pleaseth, 
is said to have the keys of David.” He endeavours to extend this power 
to all bishops, though it was given especially to Peter. “ The supreme 
power of the keys, that is, the authority of admitting and excluding, be- 
longs to Christ, the King; but the same is exercised by his Apostles and 
their successors, whom he has appointed to govern the Church, as his 
stewards or vicegerents.” — On Church Government, p. 300.” 
t Hil. 1. 2. ad Constant. Aug. 
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prevailed against Hilary, precisely because he strenuously de- 
fended the Nicene faith.* * * § You say he refers the emperor to 
Scripture. Not certainly with a view to render questionable 
the doctrine defined at Nice, which his whole life was spent in 
sustaining. His abundant quotations from Scripture are all di- 
rected to this end. In vain would he have urged the authority of 
Nice to an Arian it was necessary to proceed at once to the 
cause in question, and show that nothing new had been intro- 
duced in that council, but that the ancient and divine doctrine 
was simply propounded. Yet he does not fail to observe, that 
those who reject that council are involved in uncertainty, and 
are daily coining new confessions of faith : “ Whilst,” says 

he, “ as there is but one God, and one Lord, and one baptism, 
so also there is but one faith,t we depart from that faith, which 
is the only one, and whilst many forms of faith are invented, 
the matter is brought to this, that none exists. He speaks 
here as if he were one of the composers of new creeds ; but 1 
need not tell you that it is a rhetorical communication of phrase, 
adopted to render less painful his poignant remarks. What he 
adds of the many jarring councils of his time, is evidently di- 
rected against the Arian conventicles, in which the power of 
the emperor was employed to induce the Catholic bishops to 
recede from the great symbol of Nice. Hence, in his first 
book, he speaks with applause of the conduct of Eusebius, 
bishop of Vercelles, who, in a council convened at Milan, 
through Arian influence, being called on to subscribe to the 
condemnation of Athanasius, would not suffer the measure to 
be at all entertained, until the faith of the bishops was mani- 
fested by their assent to the Nicene formulary, and thereby 
broke up the assembly. § His appeal to the Scriptures in sup- 
port of this faith, was very unlike that of modern sectarists : 

* See Hil. 1. un. adv. Constant. § 2. 

t u Excediraui ab ea fide, quae sola est.” Bishop Hopkins, or the 
translator whom he follows, has mistaken the verb, and translated, “ cut 
out.” 

X S. Hil. ad Constant. Aug. 1. ii. n 4. Tom. IX. Ed. Wirceb. 

§ S. Hil. 1. i. ad Constant. § 8, p. 5. Wire. ed. 
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“ Remember, however,” he says, “ that there is none of the 
heretics who does not falsely allege, that the blasphemies which 
he preaches are according to the Scriptures. All of them speak 
Scripture, without regarding the sense of Scripture, and boast 
of faith, whilst they have no faith. For the Scriptures do not 
consist in the reading, but the understanding, nor are they in 
prevarication, but in charity.”* This is what immediately pre- 
cedes the last passage which you have adduced, and which, 
you would have your readers believe, contain a pledge on the 
part of Hilary, to confine himself to the Scriptures alone, with 
total disregard of the Nicene decree. You should have known 
that, like Athanasius, Hilary was the champion and the martyr 
of that definition. You deduce the total inefficiency of coun- 
cils to command acquiescence or general assent, from the dis- 
tractions of the Church, as stated by Hilary: but he drew a 
very different inference from the Arian intrigues and persecu- 
tions, which you call 44 the distractions of the Church.” 44 The 
integrity,” says he, 44 of this faith is commended by the au- 
thority of the Gospel, and the doctrine of the Apostles, and by 
the vain intrigues of heretics, murmuring on every side. For 
this foundation stands strong and immovable, against all winds, 
rains, torrents : it is not to be blown down by storms — it can- 
not be penetrated by rain — it cannot be washed away by floods : 
and that must be excellent, which, assailed by many, can be 
overthrown by none.”t 

May I add the observation of a learned bishop of the En- 
glish establishment ? 44 When Christ spake first particularly to 
St Peter, he sealed his speech with a powerful promise of per- 
petuity, saying : 4 Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will 
build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it.’ 

* S. Hil. 1. ii. p. 11. ad Const. 

t S. Hil. 1. ii. de Trin. § 22, p. 45. Edit. Wirceb. 

t Bishop Pearson on the Creed. Art. ix. p. 515. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

I pass with you to St Basil, bishop of Caesarea, to whose 
works you assign the date A.D. 370. Your first quotation is 
from his second book against the Apologetic of Eunomius, in 
which he observes, that the names of individuals designate the 
distinction of their persons and qualities, but not the difference 
of their nature. He illustrates this remark, by referring to 
Peter, the mention of whose name immediately suggests to us 
his distinctive qualities : “ Immediately,” says he, “ on hear- 
ing this word, we understand Peter the son of Jonas, of Beth- 
saida, the brother of Andrew, who, from a fisherman, was 
called to the function of the apostolate ; who, on account of 
the excellence of his faith, received upon himself the edifice 
of the Church.”* This passage clearly establishes the fact, 
that Peter is distinguished from all others, inasmuch as he was 
made the foundation of the Church, in reward of his divinely 
inspired confession. As his faith was eminent, so was his pri- 
vilege peculiar. — “ We see here,” you say, “ the oft repeated 
fact, that Peter was the first foundation-stone in the building of 
the Church, because he was the first to acknowledge his Re- 
deemer.” This, however, is not the reason assigned by the 
illustrious bishop of Caesarea. He says, that “ on account of 
the excellence of his faith, he received on him the edifice of 

* S. Basil, contra Apol. Eun. lib. ii. Tom. I. p. 240. Edit. Bened. 
Paris, p. 322. Basil edit. 
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the Church. ”* He does not distinguish him as the first foun- 
dation-stone ; but, with reference to the metaphor used by our 
Lord, he says, that he received the edifice on himself, as the 
foundation receives the material building. You think he should 
have said, that Peter was called to the government of the 
apostolatc, had he received superior authority; but I need not 
tell you, that the highest ruler in the Church is but the minis- 
ter of Christ. 

The extract given by you from the liturgy bearing the name 
of Basil, in which prayer is offered for the bishop of Alexan- 
dria, and not for the Pope, offers no evidence against the Pri- 
macy. At Caesarea the prayer must have been rather for the 
bishop of Antioch, to whose patriarchal authority it was subject. 
But the omission of prayer for the Pope is sufficiently account- 
ed for by the use of the diptychs , or sacred tablets, on which 
the name of the reigning Pontiff* was invariably inscribed, so 
that when Acacius, the heretic bishop of Constantinople, to- 
wards the close of the fifth century, presumed to cancel from 
them the name of Felix, who then held the chair of Peter, the 
act was regarded as the climax of impiety. Nicephorus, the 
Church historian, speaking of it on the authority of Basil of 
Cilicia, describes it as an act of frenzy.t The names even of 
the deceased Popes were preserved on these tablets, as is ga- 
thered from the letter of the Emperor Constantine Pogonatus 
to Pope Domnus, in which he states the wish of the patriarch 
of Constantinople to cancel from the diptychs the name of 
Pope Vitalian, on account of the dissentions that had arisen in 
regard to Monothelism. Yet though the memory of Honorius 
was clouded by the suspicion either of favour to the rising 
heresy, or negligence in suppressing it, still the patriarch him- 

* 'rof «f/|t jriVia? v7r*£o% i iir ip’ faturor rib buoto/uyiv wc 
Stgctpivov. Adv. Eunora. lib. ii. Bishop Hopkins translates it : “ be- 
cause he stood before others in fafth.” This neither expresses the text, 
nor the Latin version fide prcestabat . 

t Nicephorus, 1. xvi. c. 17. " Acacium usque adeo condemnationem 
earn non respexisse, ut mente sensuque orani captus, primus ipse Pap© 
nomen e sacro albo exemerit.” 
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self observed, that his name was retained through reverence for 
the Apostolic throne of ancient Rome.”* The emperor re- 
sisted the attempt to cancel the name of Vitalian. In the canon 
of the mass, according to the Latin rite, there is no more than 
the simple mention of the name of the Pope, the priest praying 
for the Catholic Church, “ together with thy servant our Pope 
Gregory,” so that this usage corresponds with that of the an- 
cient diptychs. No argument, therefore, can be derived from 
the omission of a special prayer for the Pope in the liturgy of 
Basil. Neither is the prayer for the patriarch any evidence 
against the Primacy ; because it became the faithful specially 
to pray for him to whom they were more immediately subject, 
and who was watching over them, “ being to render an ac- 
count to God for their souls.” The term, “ Pope,” applied 
in the prayer to the patriarch, is conformable to ancient usage, 
which gave this title indiscriminately to the highest members 
of the hierarchy, and is, confessedly, no criterion whereby the 
authority of the person so named is to be determined. Where 
terms are ambiguous, or are variously used in different ages, 
the power of the officers to whom they are applied must be 
learned from other sources. All the learned agree that the 
Greek terms denoting “ bishop” and “ priest” were at first in- 
discriminately used ; would you admit this to be a proof of an 
equality of power? 

The long passage which you have given from St Basil’s pre- 
face to his moral treatise, styled “ On the Judgment of God” 
relates to the dissentions caused by the Anomaeans, and other 
Arian heretics. You observe, that the original Greek signifies 
those “ who were unlike each other ;” but you know that the 
term was applied in a far different sense, to those Arians who 
denied that the Son was like in nature to the Father. When 
the saint speaks of such prelates as being in the Church of 
God, he must be understood of. those who did not avow the 


* p* 0 ’jtoi"ris Ovaiptot /urn/uovtvtr&ett iy rots J't7r r rts%otc it ct r »y *rt/uiit 
tou ct TroroxiKx •fyovv irpio- fivvipctc Pa»/*«c. Ep. Const, in Actis. 6, 

Cone. Tom. III. Hard. 
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heretical sentiments which they secretly cherished ; or he re- 
gards the Episcopal character which they had received, and the 
station which they occupied: whilst in reality, as he attests, 
“they cruelly strove to tear the Church in pieces, and they 
harassed the flock violently and atrociously, so that in them, 
doubtless, at that time the prediction of the Apostle was ac- 
complished, this new heresy being cherished in their minds : 
‘ Of your own selves men will arise speaking perverse things, 
to lead away disciples after them.’ ”* All the evils which 
arose from the intrigues of the Arian bishops, he justly ascribes 
to their rejection of the Omnipotent King and Cod, Jesus 
Christ, and to the abandonment of his doctrine. This is the 
sum and substance of what he says, adding : “ for I perceived 
that in any multitude, discipline and harmony are usually pre- 
served, as long as all agree to obey the authority of one prince : 
and on the contrary, dissentions and discord, and a number of 
rulers arise, when there is no one who has supreme command : 
and this I perceived, even in a collection of bees, who, by an 
instinct of nature, follow their king: — If order of discipline 
and harmony are found in those who depend on the will of 
one, and obey one king, doubtless all disturbance, and all dis- 
cord are proofs that there is no one to govern. ”t All this is 
intelligible enough to any one acquainted with the history of 
those times, and the actions and writings of this great doctor of 
the Church. The faith of the Church was one: all its bishops 
harmonized in maintaining the Nicene symbol: there was one 
ruler in it, governing in the name of Christ. But there were 
also many bishops secretly infected with Arianism, or notori- 
ously avowing it, who were intruded into the places of Catho- 
lic prelates. They dissented from the faith of the Nicene Fa- 
thers, and they were at endless variance among themselves, 
seeking to disguise, from others, and from themselves, in a 
variety of ways, the heresy which they sustained, contrary to 
the Divine Scriptures, as expounded and declared at Nice. It 

* Prooena Pe judicio Dei, p. 243. Edit. Col. p. 432. Edit. Basil. 

t Ibid. 
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was embarrassing for a youth, or even for a man of mature age, 
to see this division among bishops ; but Basil traced the evil to 
its source, and saw that it was the judgment of God on those 
who denied the Lord who bought them. Though in the pass- 
age in question no distinct reference is made to the council, 
or to the Pope, yet as the dogma itself was that which the 
council defined, and which the bishops in communion with the 
See of Peter defended, there is an implicit reference which the 
comparisons adduced by the saint strongly sustain. 

His remarks, that he had been from his childhood instructed 
in the Scriptures, and that in the perplexity of his mind, occa- 
sioned by the dissentions which he witnessed, he adverted to 
the truth which he recognised in the divine writings, are quite 
in harmony with his known devotedness to the Nicene faith. 
When we, at this day, appeal to the Scriptures as affording 
manifest proofs of the Eucharistic mystery — when, amidst the 
wanderings of the mind, or the sophisms of unbelievers, we 
sustain ourselves by calling to our recollection the words of 
Jesus Christ, — we surely do not speak or think in any way in- 
consistent with our belief in the authority of the Pope, or of 
councils. The saint had not undertaken, here, to explain by 
what means revealed truth could be ascertained amidst the 
conflicts of opinion, or what authority had been left by Jesus 
Christ for the remedy of schism ; but he meant to moralize, 
and to show how the judgments of God are provoked by that 
species of sin which is directed immediately against himself. 
In treating the subject, he makes, however, very intelligible 
reference to the authority which God has placed in the Church, 
and which all should obey. 

“It is,” says Basil, “ worthy of our attention, how great is 
the indignation which the Divine Scripture manifests against 
such as hearken not to the decree of the priest or judge. ‘ He 
that will be proud, and refuse to obey the commandment of the 
priest who ministereth at that time to the Lord thy God, or the 
judge who shall be in those days, that man shall die, and thou 
shalt take away the evil from the midst of Israel ; and all the 
people hearing it shall fear, and they shall not afterwards do 
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impiously.* From which words we may easily understand 
how solicitous we should be, and how greatly we should fear. 
‘ Bringing,’ says the Apostle, ‘ into captivity, to the obedience 
of Christ, every understanding,’ not this or that one: ‘ and hav- 
ing in readiness to revenge all disobedience.’ ” He refers sub- 
sequently to the punishment of Ananias, in regard of which 
he says : “ What did Peter do, the executioner of so awful a 
judgment, the indignant minister of the decree of God against 
the author of the sin ? That blessed one, who was preferred 
to the other disciples, and who alone received a testimony 
above all the others, and was pronounced blessed, rather than 
all the others, and to whom the keys of the heavenly king- 
dom were entrusted.”* These passages, which are taken 
from the very work from which you have drawn your object- 
ion, prove that Basil acknowledged that Peter had received, 
in a special manner, the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; and 
the previous mention of the authority of the high priest under 
the old law, warrants the inference that he ascribed to Peter 
the right of definitive judgment. You will now, perhaps, be 
able to answer some of the questions which you have put to 
us ; since you plainly see, that there is reference to the appoint- 
ed and authoritative mode of terminating the divisions which 
the pride of man creates, by judging of the mysteries of faith, 
without regard to the teaching of that tribunal which Christ 
established. Were there no such tribunal, in vain would Basil 
have exhorted the faithful to be subject to the heavenly king, 
since men would still deny his divine attributes, however clearly 
they might appear to be marked in the Sacred Writings. 

The letter of St Basil to St Athanasius, in which he entreats 
him to urge the bishops of the West to use their influence with 
the emperor Valens, does not make any special reference to 
the Bishop of Rome ; but in all ecclesiastical concerns, especi- 

* P. 246, Edit. Colon. “ Ille inquam beatus, qui et Cffiteris antelatus 
discipulis fuit, cuique magnificentius quam reliquis omnibus datum tes- 
timonium est, magisque quam reliqui omnes beatus appellatus, cui claves 
regni caelestis commiss©.” 
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ally of the Western church, he was always included, as will 
appear from another letter. The Arian emperor, however, was 
not likely to be moved by his individual authority, but rather 
by the great number of the bishops who might address him, 
which the saint aptly calls, “ the authority of the multitude.”* 
In a case of this kind, where the person to be addressed was 
an alien from the faith, it would be idle to urge the individual 
power of the Roman Bishop ; but the remonstrances and peti- 
tions of many might prove efficacious. 

When addressing Athanasius with a view to procure the ex- 
tirpation of heresy, and the correction of scandals, by the im- 
mediate action of the proper ecclesiastical authority, Basil dis- 
tinctly specifies the Bishop of Rome, who, though accustomed 
in matters of importance to act with the concurrence of his col- 
leagues assembled in synod, radically possessed all the power 
necessary for the wants of the churches. “ It appears to me 
proper,” says he, “ that a letter should be written to the Bishop 
of Rome, that he may take into consideration what has here 
taken place, and decree ;t and since it is difficult that any per- 
sons should be sent thence by a common and synodical decree, 
he, hirnself, using his authority in this case, may choose men 
able to support the fatigue of the journey, and also calculated, 
by the meekness and facility of their disposition, to correct 
those amongst us who are crooked and perverse ; tempering 
their discourse aptly and providently, and bringing with them 
all the documents of what has been done for the necessary re- 
scinding of the acts of Rimini. — Some there, also, desire, and, 
as we think, properly, that when they come they should ex- 
press their execration of the heresy of Marcellus, as evil and 
pernicious, and opposed to sound faith. — And when those who 
may be sent shall arrive, with the divine blessing, let them not 
occasion schisms in the churches ; but rather let them draw to 
unity by every means those who entertain the same sentiments, 

* Letter xlviii. p. 415. “ Qui rermn potiuntur multitudinis auto- 
ritate permoveantur,” 

t fxvai yvei/unv. 
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although they may meet with some who may allege peculiar 
grounds of dissention ; lest they separate the orthodox people 
from their prelates, and divide them into many parties. For 
care must be taken that all things must be sacrificed to peace : 
and especially that the church of Antioch be healed, lest in that 
sincere ( orthodox ) church a portion, becoming weak through 
personal attachments, be cut off.”* In this you cannot find a 
sentence to warrant our doctrine, though the saint solicits the 
exertion of the authority of the Bishop of Rome,t independently 
of any synod — an authority sufficient, in his mind, to heal the 
wounds of the patriarchal church of Antioch. 

Basil gives a signal instance of the exercise of that author- 
ity which was admitted by an oriental synod, though the 
Fathers were conscious that the Pope had been deceived by 
the wiles of the heretical bishop, Eustathius, whose character 
he depicts in dark colours. 7’his man having been deposed for 
heresy and other crimes in the synod of Melite, devised a plan 
for recovering his station, namely, to have recourse to the 
supreme authority of the Pontiff : “What was proposed to him,” 
says Basil, “ by the most blessed bishop Libcrius, and what he 
consented to, we know not; but he brought back with him a 
letter directing that he should be restored, and having present- 
ed it to the synod at Tyana, he was replaced in his station.”:): 
This surely was a manifest recognition of the right of the Pon- 
tiff to rescind by his authority the judgment of the synod: 
since it was respected, though exercised on false information. 

After so many testimonies and evidences of the authority of 
the Holy See, I scarcely need notice your attempt to derive an 
argument from expressions used by Basil in regard to Antioch, 
and other churches. In exciting the zeal of Athanasius to 
cause the Western bishops to aid in the settlement of the dis- 
sentions of Antioch, he dwells on the great importance of that 
See, and observes, that as a skilful physician attends, in the first 

* Epist lii. ad A than. p 416. 

f ttuTor etu&ivrurcti 7rtfi rl irpayfA*, 

t Letter 74, p. 429. 
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instance, to the more dangerous disorders, affecting the princi- 
pal parts, so should the cure of Antioch be first effected, that, 
like a sound head, it might impart health to the whole body. 
This might be said of that patriarchal See, whicli was the most 
important church then labouring under the malady of schism, 
by reason of the contentions of the friends of Eustathius and Me- 
letius. When, however, he addresses the bishops of the West, 
he uses language which can only be applied to Damasus, their 
head, as well as the head of all the churches : '‘Since, then, the 
head cannot say to the feet I have no need of you, neither will 
you reject us.” — After the statement of the desolation of the 
churches, he adds : “Think not that we speak thus with a 
view to teach you, or excite your diligence, for we know that 
you never forget us, no more than a mother forgets the chil- 
dren of her womb. Stretch forth your hands to the churches 
that are tossed by the storm, lest being entirely abandoned they 
suffer shipwreck. It was fit that many of us should hasten 
to your Reverence, and that each one should be the reporter 
of his own affairs and sufferings.”* 

When addressing the clergy of the church of Nicopolis, he 
warns them, as you observe, not to indulge in strife with their 
mother, the church of Nicopolis, and calls this church a ten- 
der mother, — the nurse of piety ; but who does not perceive 
the propriety of these terms, and that they involve no compa- 
rison with other churches? Each particular church is a mother 
to the clergy and faithful within her limits : each church that 
has sent forth Apostolic men to etablish other churches may be 
styled mother in their regard : each church of higher dignity 
is a mother of the subordinate churches ; but the Roman 
Church is the mother of all churches, by reason of her autho- 
rity, and of that tender solicitude which Basil has so affectingly 
described. 

You here introduce a rule of St Basil concerning the bap- 
tism administered by heretics, with a view to prove that he 
disregarded the authority of the Roman See. In his letter to 

* Ep. lxx, p. 670. 
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Amphilochius he state?, that certain heretics, who did not use 
the invocation of the Trinity, should by all means be baptised, 
on coming to the Church. In this he is in perfect harmony 
with the decree of Pope Stephen, which regarded those who, 

in baptism, invoked the Trinity. lie makes reference to the 
opinion of Cyprian and Firmilian, who rejected baptism admi- 
nistered by heretics, even though the rite were strictly observ- 
ed; but adds, that since it appeared right to many Asiatic bishops 
that those baptized in the regular way should be received 
into the Church without a new baptism, through a motive 
of economy and dispensation , — by which he seems to mean 
prudential considerations connected with the harmony of the 
prelates, and peace of the Church, — let them be received. In 
this, likewise, he assents to the practice which Stephen had 
inculcated. With regard to the Encratites he observes, that 
as nothing had been clearly determined in their regard, he 
thinks no account should be had of their baptism, for reasons 
peculiar to this sect : but in case a contrary usage some- 
where prevailed, he does not insist on this, to the prejudice 
of harmony. This is the substance of the first canon, or 
rule, as given in the translation of Gentian Hervetus.* In it 
there is nothing in direct opposition with the principle laid 
down by Stephen, as the whole question is reduced to the case 
of the Encratites, on which special case no decree had emana- 
ted, and whose mode of baptizing may not have been ascer- 
tained with certainty. The version which you used must have 
given a different meaning. 

The mode in which he speaks of the Council of Nice seems 
to you inconsistent with the high authority which we ascribe 
to a General Council. He says, indeed, that those who reject 
the term “ consubstantial,” sanctioned by those Fathers, are 
censurable, though some may be, in some degree, excused on 
account of their not understanding it correctly, especially as 
they heard it fiercely assailed. You ask: “ Did Basil think 
that the Nicene creed was inspired ?” — Neither do we deem it 


* Edit. Col. p. 560. 
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such, in the sense in which inspiration is strictly applied to 
Scripture. He believed, as we do, that the dogma defined by 
the Fathers and declared in that creed, was a revealed truth, 
which they were divinely assisted to define, and to propound 
correctly. In this consisted their unerring authority. He be- 
lieved them further empowered to express that dogma by a 
term which they should deem best calculated to meet all the 
cavillings of heretics, and to make its profession in that way 
a necessary condition of Church communion. This exercise 
of authority resulting from the governing power of the Church, 
and from the charge given her to guard the divine deposite of 
revelation, is closely connected with her right to define, and 
commands the respect of all her children. There may be cir- 
cumstances, however, that extenuate, in some degree, the fault 
of those who, holding the doctrine in all sincerity of heart, 
might regret the adoption of a term which had become the sub- 
ject of fierce disputation. This is all that the holy doctor 
teaches. Not only did he repeat the creed of Nice, with the 
anathema of the Catholic and Apostolic Church against those 
who deny Jesus Christ to be the Son of God, true God of true 
God, but he added, “ according to this formulary we cling to 
the faith of the Church and he proved his faith by his suffer- 
ings, which he has so eloquently pourtrayed, in giving us the 
picture of the desolation caused by Arian impiety. 

In the passage which you have quoted from his epistle to 
Cyriacus, you have a splendid evidence of his profound vene- 
ration for the formulary of faith adopted by the Nicene coun- 
cil. He exhorts the faithful at Tarsus to “ profess the faith 
set forth by our fathers who formerly came together at Nice, 
and not to reject a word of it, but to be convinced that these 
three hundred and eighteen Fathers, who, without dissention, 
agreed on that formulary, had so spoken not without the assist- 
ance of the Holy Spirit.”! You understand by this, no more 
than the ordinary aid of divine grace whereby the faith is pro- 
fessed by any individual: because “no man can say: Lord 

* Ep. lx. Eccl. Antioch. t P. 207. Par. ed. 
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Jesus, but by the Holy Ghost.”* But surely, there was no 
need of such solemn asseveration to prove that the Fathers had 
such aid as all receive. How vain are all the efforts of human 
ingenuity to evade the expressions of this illustrious doctor ! 
He speaks evidently of an extraordinary light from above, such 
as that which authorized the first council to say : “ It hath 
seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us he speaks of that 
special assistance which Jesus Christ promised the pastors of 
his Church, in the person of the Apostles, when he said : “ I 
will ask the Father, and he will give you another paraclete, 
that he may abide with you for ever : the Spirit of truth ;t” 
“ he will teach you all things, and will bring to your mind all 
things whatsoever I shall have said to you.”$ — When he inti- 
mates that the explicit profession of the divinity of this Holy 
Spirit should follow the creed, he does not suppose any error, 
or neglect, on the part of the Nicene Fathers ; but the temerity 
of man having, subsequently to the holding of the council, as- 
sailed the divinity of the Holy Ghost, it was proper to give 
Him, in the most express manner, that homage which was al- 
ready implied in the simple words of the symbol. These Fa- 
thers had added nothing to its meaning, when they declared 
the consubstantiality of the Son ; for from the commencement 
of the Church he was always believed and adored as the True 
God, as well as Saviour : nor did the faithful detract from their 
authority, when, to express their horror of a new blasphemy, 
they proclaimed aloud, that the Holy Spirit was no creature ; 
but the same God as the Father and the Son. 


* 1 Cor. xii. 3. f John xiv. 16. X John xiv. 26. 
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ST GREGORY OF NAZIANZUM. 


Right Reverend Sir : 

The intimate friendship that existed between St Basil and 
St Gregory of Nazianzum, has led you to subjoin the testi- 
mony of the latter to that of the eloquent bishop of Caesarea. 
Your introductory passage is from his twenty-sixth discourse, 
in which he shows, that order is perceivable in all the works of 
creation, and in the human body in particular; — in the Aaronic 
priesthood and in the Church ; whence he infers that all ought 
not to take on themselves to discuss the mysteries of faith, still 
less should they indulge a bitter and unrestrained spirit of con- 
tention. His remarks are pungent indeed : “ If we chance,” 
says he, “ to acquire trifling fame, or not even this oftentimes, - 
but if we have got by heart two or three passages of Scripture, 
and these in a mutilated way, and without attention to their 
meaning — with this knowledge attained in a day, and like that 
of the tower-builders at Chalan ( Babel ), where the tongues 
were divided, we rise up senselessly in revolt against Moses, 
and we become contumelious apd impious, like Dathan and 
Abiron, whose arrogance we should avoid, and not imitate 
their frenzy, lest we meet with their end. Do you wish that 
I should present you with another instance of order, one wor- 
thy of praise, and also worthy of being mentioned and seriously 
considered on the present occasion ? Do you see that among 
the disciples of Christ, all of whom were sublime and worthy 
of their election, one is called a rock, and is entrusted with the 
foundations of the Church ; another is loved more, and rests 
on the breast of Jesus ; and the others bear patiently the prefer- 
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cnee.”* * * § The use of the term “ chiefest,” in your translation 
of this passage, is liable to exception, as the original term, and 
its Latin version, is in the positive degree, and should be ren- 
dered “ high” or sublime.t The obscurity of the phrase “re- 
ceives in faith the foundation of the Church,” is scarcely ex- 
cusable, and still less your version given in the note — “ be- 
lieves in the foundation of the Church,” — this not being the 
meaning of the author, as may be seen below.J The ob- 
ject of St Gregory being to show, that there is order in all 
things, and that even among the Apostles — all of whom were 
elevated in dignity and power, and were worthy of their high 
calling — this order was established ; so that Peter was a rock, 
and was specially entrusted with the foundation of the Church, 
whilst John received marks of special love, and the other Apos- 
tles witnessed and bore without jealousy the privileges and 
preference of the favoured two, we must infer, that Peter was 
specially invested with authority, as John was specially belov- 
ed. The whole scope of the discourse warrants this conclu- 
sion. When he asks, “ where is austerity observable in the 
mode of acting of the Apostles ? where lust of domination ?§” 
he only shows the meekness which marked their exercise of 

* S. Greg. Naz. 26. ed. Colon, an 1690. t v^xatp. 

t o fAi irirptL 5 rag &t/utxi*c t»c ExxxaWst? mr*u*raj. 

Bishop Hopkins reads t«ic Stjuixiots — but he must have mistaken the 
contracted for the ordinary Greek. This contraction appears in the 
Paris edition of 1630. In that of Cologne, 1690, there is no contrac- 
tion. The edition of Basle, in 1550, and Schelstrate in his Antiqui- 
ties , have the same reading, which is the only one which the con- 
text will bear. Bishop Hopkins says, that the original term does not 
warrant the Latin veision. With great deference, I submit that it 
does, for “ Ecclesi© fundamenta in fidem suam recipiat,” means, “ he 
takes charge of the foundations of the Church,” as may be seen by the 
use of the phrase in fidem recipere , in Cicero, and other classical au- 
thors. The Greek verb, which, in the active voice, means to believe , or to 
give in charge , in the middle and passive voices, joined with the accusa- 
tive, means to be charged or entrusted with , as in 1 Cor. ix. 17, oixoro. 
fxiuv Twrinvfjicti : “ a dispensation is committed unto me.” See Dioge- 
nes Laertius, 1. vii. c. 1. § 21), ?rjr«t'3'*vToc T»r it Yltp^x/uu : 

“ being entrusted with the charge of the library in Pergamus.” 

§ ts to avmpb bruv^u, tth fi $th*p%ot : 
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authority, and the submission with which it was embraced. In 
speaking of “ Peter, John, and James, as being before the 
others, and being regarded as such,” he does not establish an 
equality between these three Apostles; but he mentions the 
peculiar favour shown them, and he specifies particularly, in 
regard to Peter, what that favour was, since he was styled the 
rock, and specially entrusted with founding and establishing 
the Church. Hence, he calls him elsewhere “ the strength or 
support* of the Church” — “ the most honoured of the disciples.”t 
When St Gregory, in speaking of the virtues of his departed 
father, J dwells on his faith, and on the glory that resulted to 
the church of Nazianzum, from his administration, no one can 
so far mistake his meaning, as to suppose that he is asserting 
any prerogative for that church. You state, that he styles 
“ the church of Nazianzum a new Jerusalem, an ark borne on 
the waters,” and “ as much as it was inferior to others in num- 
ber, so much did it surpass them in celebrity, resembling, in 
this respect, Bethlehem, which, though a small city, was yet 
the metropolis of the world.” All this is true, but let the sen- 
tence be read entire, and its meaning will be manifest. “ That 
great man of God, and truly worthy to be styled a theologian, 
entertaining these sentiments (in regard to the Trinity ), 
and being moved by the Spirit concerning these things, what 
else can we say, than that, as that great Noe of old, the father 
of this new world, he caused this church to be called a new 
Jerusalem, and an ark borne on the waters ? And this, because it 
manifestly rose above the deluge of souls, and the malicious 
attacks of heretics : and as much as it was inferior to others in 
the number (of its children ), so much did it surpass them in 
celebrity ; resembling, in this respect, Bethlehem, which, al- 
though a small city, was yet the metropolis of the world, being 
the nurse and mother of Christ, who made and overcame the 


* nfafor— < to UjtAxr/*? tpucr/xet. Apolog. ad Patrem. Orat. vii. p. 

141. 

t II irpit t# ri/ju*'TcL<n t»i /u*&) irar. P. 157. Orat. ix. 

+ St Gregory, the elder, was married before his baptism, and long 
after the birth of his son Gregory, was elevated to the priesthood. 
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world.”* I deem it quite unnecessary to give any explanation 
of this oratorical effusion, which, as every one sees, is not di- 
rected to set forth the authority of the church of Nazianzum, 
but the eminent virtues of its deceased pastor. The letter of 
the elder Gregory, to which you next refer, fully confirms what 
even this panegyric implies, that Nazianzum was a small flock 
— a Bethlehem, whose whole glory the piety of the son attri- 
butes to the distinguished zeal of the father. The archiepiscopal 
dignity of the church of Caesarea, gave it far greater import- 
ance in the hierarchy, and hence the election of its bishop en- 
gaged all the solicitude of the venerable bishop of Nazianzum. 
He wrote to the people of that church during its vacancy, and 
recommended Basil as the fit person to be chosen for that See : 
“ Care, indeed, must be taken,” says he, “ of every church, 
as of the body of Christ, but especially of yours, which was 
from the beginning, and now is, and is considered, the mother 
of almost ail the churches, and to which the communityt looks, 
as a circle inscribed around a centre* not only on account of its 
orthodoxy, proclaimed to all in times past, but also for the gift 
of harmony granted to it manifestly by God.” I have made 
this translation literally from the original which now lies be- 
fore me, because I find you avail yourself of the literary flour- 
ish of the ordinary version, to make it appear that Caesarea was 
regarded as the centre of the whole Christian world 4 No 
doubt all Christendom felt interested that the metropolis of 
Cappadocia should have an orthodox bishop ; but the churches 
which were in its vicinity, and were subject to the authority 
of that See, which was the mother and foundress of almost all 
of them, felt most deeply this interest, since they were as the 
radii issuing forth from her, as from the centre. The saint 
never could have entertained the idea that a metropolitan 
church, subject to the patriarchal See of Antioch, should be 


* S. Greg. Naz. Orat. xix. p. 297. Edit. Col. 

t arpog h to *o<w (& A«7r$i, a; xtrrpa 7ripiypapb/ui*&. £p. 22, 

ad Coesar. P. 785. Edit. Col. 
t “ Ad quam tola Respublica Christiana oculos conjieit.” 
u* 
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regarded as the mother of almost all churches of the universe, 
and the centre of the whole Christian commonwealth. Basil 
has beautifully declared which Church is the mother of all 
churches, when addressing the Roman Church in behalf 
of the See of Caesarea, and the other Eastern churches, he so 
touchingly remarks, “ that he is convinced she does not forget 
them, as the mother forgets not the children of her womb.” 

The will of Gregory, who was afterwards transferred to the 
church of Constantinople, begins thus: “I, Gregory, bishop 
of the Catholic church, which is in the city of Constantinople, 
have consecrated all my property to the Catholic church at 
Nazianzum, for the service of the poor belonging to the said 
church.” You remark this phrase, in order to deprive us of 
the benefit which the numerous testimonies of the Fathers bring 
to the Catholic cause ; but, I conceive, it refutes triumphantly 
a hackneyed objection of Protestants, that the phrase, “Roman 
Catholic Church,” is a solecism. Gregory speaks of the 
Catholic Church in a particular city, without destroying, by 
this limitation, or specification, its universal character as a por- 
tion of the orthodox Church spread throughout the world. 
With equal propriety we can speak of the Catholic Church of 
Rome, having reference to the principal See, with which all 
the churches communicate, without detracting any thing from 
its universal character or authority. It is to offer violence to 
the obvious meaning of their words, to suppose that the Fathers 
spoke of any other Church than that which alone is orthodox, 
and alone universal, “ because,” as St Cyril of Jerusalem so 
forcibly remarks, “ it teaches, without imperfection or diminu- 
tion, all truth,” and because “ it is spread throughout the world.” 
This passage sufficiently refutes your observation, that the 
Fathers — writing at the time when the world was said to be 
leagued against Athanasius, — did not mean, by Catholic faith, 
the faith which was then universal, but that which had been 
universal from the beginning. Notwithstanding the persecu- 
tion which that champion of orthodoxy endured, and the appa- 
rent prevalence of Arianism, from the violent intrusion of Ari- 
ans into many Sees, the faith was still Catholic, in the mean- 
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ing of Cyril and the other Fathers, because it was in reality 
spread throughout the world, and everywhere professed and 
taught by bishops in communion with the See of Peter. Hence, 
somewhat later, St Augustin confounded the Donatists by the 
very fact of their sect being confined to a comer of Africa— 
whilst the Church of Christ, according to the divine promises, 
is necessarily, in all ages from her first establishment, Catholic, 
spreading the splendour of one faith from the rising to the set- 
ting of the sun. 

The distracted state of Christendom, which Gregory, in the 
fnneral panegyric of Basil, so graphically describes, does not 
imply any diversity of faith in the Church itself. Through the 
violence of the Arian emperor, Valens, “ bishops professing 
the orthodox faith were driven from the churches ; others were 
intruded, professing the pestilential and destructive heresy sup- 
ported by the emperor,”* but one faith was common to all those 
who communicated with the Apostolic f Sce of Peter, as Basil 
himself testifies. “ We have not,” says he, “a different faith 
at Seleucia, a different one at Constantinople, and a different 
one at Zelis, and a different one at Lampsacus, and a different 
one at Rome ; and that formulary which is now used, is not 
different from the preceding, but one and the same.”t The 
calamities which afflicted the Church arose from imperial vio- 
lence and Arian intrigue. There was no freedom, as you as- 
sert, claimed or exercised by any of the portions of the Church, 
to take any course different from that which the Nicene Fathers 
had pointed out, and which the See of Rome laboured to main- 
tain. Gregory, and. Basil, and all the illustrious bishops of that 
age, spent themselves, and suffered in defence of that faith : 
whilst false bishops yielded to the will of Caesar, or employed 
his power to disturb the peace, and destroy, were it possible, 
the faith of the Church. The eloquent panegyrist aptly styles 
their faith, “ the imperial pestilence. You may now under- 

* Orat. xx. p. 347. Edit. Col. 

t S. Basil, Ep. 72, p. 671. Basil. 

t ms j&ctrixixiis airmxudLs- P. 348. Orat. xx. S. Greg. Naz. 
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stand how, notwithstanding the recognition by the Catholic 
world of the chieftancy of the Roman Bishop, and the belief of 
the doctrine expressed in the symbol of Nice, Christendom 
was still torn to pieces, and provinces were desolated which 
once had been the chosen vineyard of the Lord. A wild boar 
laid them waste. No Church authority could subdue the ob- 
stinacy of heresy leagued with the civil power. 

The sentiments of Gregory in regard to the councils of his 
time, which you gather from his letter to Procopius, are not in- 
consistent with his known veneration for the definitions of faith 
made by an (Ecumenical Council. During the greater part of his 
public career, the violence and intrigues of the Arians had pre- 
vented any happy result from the various synods that had been 
convened ; and though in the Council of Constantinople the 
error of Macedonius had been proscribed, yet even there the 
jealousies and contentions of some bishops had given the saint 
just cause of pain. Having resigned the government of that 
church, thus to remove every occasion of dissatisfaction, he 
did not wish to abandon his retreat, and in his advanced age 
take part in the proceedings of any such assembly. You pre- 
tend to discover his true sentiments in this letter, in which 
he declines to attend a council, and begs of Procopius to ex- 
cuse him to the emperor, especially on account of his age and 
infirmity ; as if you would insinuate that such a man did not 
always profess his real sentiments, and act in accordance with 
them. We need not examine the private letters of a Gregory, 
or a Basil, to discover their true sentiments, for throughout 
life both of them proved, that not even the frowns or threats 
of an emperor could intimidate them. When, then, they 
avowed their unreserved belief in the Nicene creed, they real- 
ly venerated the definition of an (Ecumenical Council : and 
when Gregory, in the Council of Constantinople, united with 
his colleagues in anathematizing the heresy of Macedonius, he 
was firmly persuaded that God had charged the bishops of the 
church to guard the deposite of revelation, and that such doc- 
trinal definitions as are the expression of the general faith, are 
pronounced under the influence of divine assistance. That 
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council was not indeed oecumenical, but it was a large col- 
lection of oriental bishops, whose faith was known to accord 
with their Western colleagues ; and its act was a measure 
adopted on the spot where the error was broached, and it assu- 
med the character of a general definition, when the Western 
bishops with Daraasus proclaimed their faith with similar so- 
lemnity. Gregory had never been in a council strictly oecu- 
menical ; but had this last council been such, still he might 
have said with regard to the councils of his time in general, 
that he had never witnessed the happy termination of any of 
them. Such general expressions would not necessarily em- 
brace every council without exception. But in regard to Ge- 
neral Councils themselves, we are far from denying, that the 
members of them are liable to imperfection and sin. We claim 
for them only what is guaranteed by the divine promises, in- 
fallibility in their doctrinal decisions. When your author Gi- 
bert states that a General Council can neither sin, nor err, he 
does not certainly mean, that no sin can be committed by its 
members, even in their solemn deliberations. Men vested 
with the most sacred authority, and discharging the most so- 
lemn functions of a divine ministry, are still liable to the im- 
perfections and weaknesses of humanity. There was much 
discussion, most probably attended with some fault, under the 
eyes of the Apostles themselves, in the first council : but the 
decree which went forth, determining the controversy, had the 
sanction of the Divine Spirit, whose assistance , is granted to 
the tribunal of the Church, in virtue of the prayer of Christ, 
without regard to our unworthiness. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

From the East, desolated by Arian impiety and imperial 
persecution, we return to the West, to hear the testimony of 
Ambrose, the illustrious archbishop of Milan. The remarks 
by which you commence the examination of his sentiments 
sufficiently indicate how forcible is the testimony he renders to 
the Primacy of Peter and his successors in the Roman See. In 
his commentary on the fortieth Psalm, he says : “ This is that 
Peter to whom Christ said : ‘ Thou aft Peter, and upon this 
rock I will build my Church.’ Therefore, where Peter is, 
there is the Church, there death is not, but life eternal : and 
therefore he added: ‘ and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it : and I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven.’ Blessed Peter, against whom the gate of hell did 
not prevail, and the gate of heaven was not closed : but, on 
the contrary, he destroyed the porches of hell, and laid open 
those of heaven : therefore, whilst on earth, he opened heaven, 
and shut hell.”* Saint Ambrose wrote thus when refuting 
the Arians. He speaks of the question put by our Redeemer 
to his disciples as to what opinions were current among men 
concerning him. He observes the silence of Peter in this cir- 
cumstance ; but he calls our attention to his promptitude in 
answering the question as to their own belief. “ This, there- 
fore, is Peter, who answered rather than the other Apostles, 
yea, for the others, and he is therefore styled the foundation, 

* *S. Ambros. in Psalm xl. enarr. § 30, p. 762. Ed. Paris, an. 1661. 
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because he knew how* to preserve not only that which was 
his own, but also which was common to all. To him Christ 
gave his approbation; the Father revealed it: for he, who 
speaks of the true generation of the Father, learned it not 
from flesh, but from the Father. Faith, therefore, is the foun- 
dation of the Church : for it was not said of the flesh of Peter, 
but of his faith, that the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it: but the confession overcame hell. And this confession 
does not exclude one heresy only : for since the Church, like a 
good ship, is lashed oftentimes by many waves, the foundation 
of the Church ought to prevail against all heresies. The day 
would close before I should have enumerated the names of the 
heretics and different sects : but against all of them that faith 
is general, that Christ is the Son of God, eternally proceeding 
from the Father, born in time of the Virgin. ”t When Ambrose 
says, that faith is the foundation of the Church, he speaks of 
that faith as professed by Peter, that is, of Peter professing the 
faith. He is, therefore, styled the foundation, in reward of 
his promptitude to confess Christ before the others, and in 
their name, because he showed his solicitude for their general 
welfare and happiness. The confession which lie made of the 
divinity of Christ, was, indeed, the expression of his divinely 
inspired individual faith, but it was made by him. in reply to a 
question that regarded all ; nor did he give it in as his own parti- 
cular faith. Thus he knew how to preserve the common inte- 
rest, and was worthy to be made the foundation, and principal 
member of the Church. St Ambrose insists that the Church 
was not built on the flesh of Peter, but on his faith ; because 
it was no mere natural quality that gained for him this prero- 
gative, but his faith in the divinity of Christ, and this faith is 
ever to prove the bulwark of the Church against the endless 
varieties of heresy. As the saint wrote against the Arians, he 

* Hie est ergo Petrus, qui respondit prse caeteris Apostolis, imo pro 
cceteris, et ideo fundamentum dicitur, quia novit non solum proprium, 
sed etiam commune servare. Huic astipulatus est Christus, revelavit 
Pater. 

t S. Ambros. de incarn. c. 4 and 5, p. 224. Tom. II. Edit. Basil. 
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particularly insisted on the necessity and efficacy of this di- 
vinely inspired belief. The text is obviously to be understood 
of the faith of Peter, not as distinct from him ; and numberless 
testimonies of Ambrose confirm this meaning. Thus, in his 
work on faith, he observes : 44 That you may know that what 
he asks as man, he ordains by his divine power, you have in, 
the Gospel what he said to Peter : 4 1 have prayed for thee, 
that thy faith may not fail.’ And when Peter said before: 

* Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God,’ he answered : 

4 Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my Church, 
and to thee I will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven.’ 
Could he not, therefore, strengthen the faith of him to whom 
he gave a kingdom of his own authority, and whom, in call- 
ing A ROCK, HE MADE THE STRENGTH OF THE CHURCH ? Con- 
sider when it is that he prays — when it is that he commands. 
He prays when he is about to suffer ; he commands when he 
is believed to be the Son of God.”* Peter, then, according to 
this holy doctor, is the rock of strength on which the Church 
rests : he has received a kingdom from Christ. Elsewhere he 
says 44 In consequence of the solidity of his devotion, he is 
styled the rock of the Churches, as the Lord says : 4 Thou art 
Peter, and upon this rock I will build my Church for he is 
called a rock, because he was the first to lay the foundations of 
faith among the nations, and like an immovable stone he 

HOLDS TOGETHER THE STRUCTURE AND MASS OF THE WHOLE 

Christian fabric. ”t — Speaking of the cure of the lame man, 
he observes : 44 We have said frequently, that he was called 
Peter by the Lord, as he says : 4 Thou art Peter, and on this 
rock I will build my Church.’ Since, therefore, Peter is the 
rock on which the Church is built, it is meet that in the first 
instance he should heal the feet. .... The rogk sustains and 

RENDERS FIRM THE NATIONS LEST THEY FALL.”J 


* S. Ambros. de Fide. 1. iv. p. 99. Edit. Basil. 

t 44 Tamquam saxum immobile totius operis Christian! compagem mo- 
lemq: contineat.” S. Ambros. Serm. 47, p. 356. Edit. Basil, 
t Serm. 68, p. 361. 
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It is manifest that St Ambrose interpreted the texts of Scrip- 
ture precisely as we interpret them, and recognised in Peter 
special powers and prerogatives not granted to the other Apos- 
tles of Christ. He was the rock, — the foundation,— the strength 
and support of the Church, — sustaining all the parts of the vast 
fabric, holding them together in unity, and imparting to them 
strength and durability. He received a kingdom from Christ, 
— that heavenly kingdom whose keys were entrusted to him. 
But you refer us to texts in which the saint exhorts every one 
to believe as Peter believed, that he also may be blessed, and 
asserts that whosoever overcomes the flesh, is a foundation of the 
Church.— Surely in this no more was intended than an exhorta- 
tion to faith and piety, with the assurance that those who imi- 
tate the faith of Peter, will receive a divine blessing, and be- 
come serviceable to religion. Such as are familiar with the 
writings of the Fathers know, that it was their constant prac- 
tice thus to take occasion from every fact, or sentence of Scrip- 
ture, to moralize and to exhort. The saint most clearly intimates 
it in the very sentence itself : “ Whosoever,” says he, “ over- 
comes the flesh, is a foundation of the Church, and if he can- 
not equal Peter , he can imitate him.”* It is in the same 
spirit that he continues in this paragraph to treat of the term 
“ rock.” “ Christ,” says he, “ is a rock : ‘ for they drank of 
that spiritual rock which followed them, and the rock was 
Christ.’ He did not deny the favour of this appellation even 
to his disciple, that he may also be Peter, because from the 
rock he derives the solidity of constancy, and the firmness of 
faith.”t Thus far he retains the literal meaning of the text, 
and dften and strongly inculcates it. Thence he takes occa- 
sion for exhortation. “ Strive, then,” continues he, “ that 
thou also may be a rock. Look not out of thee, but within 
thee, for the rock. Thy rock is thy action : thy rock is thy 
mind. On this rock let thy house be built, that it may not be 
lashed by the storms of the spirits of wickedness. Thy rock 

* S. Ambros. 1. vi. Luc. c. ix. p. 88. Edit. Basil, anno 1538. 

t Ibid. p. 89. 
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is faith— the foundation of the Church is faith. If thou art a 
rock, thou wilt be in the Church, because the Church is on the 
rock. If thou art in the Church, the gates of hell will not 
prevail against thee. The gates of hell are the gates of death : 
but the gates of death cannot be the gates of the Church. But 
what are the gates of death, that is, the gates of hell, unless 
the several sins ? If thou art a fornicator, thou hast entered 
the gates of death : if thou hast violated thy faith, thou hast 
entered thfe gates of hell : if thou hast committed mortal sin, thou 
hast entered the gates of death.”* You justly observe the corres- 
pondence of Origen and Ambrose in this strain of edifying, but 
mystic, interpretation. No interpreter of Scripture would ven- 
ture to adopt it as the genuine and literal meaning ; nor is there 
the least reason to believe that it was given as such by its ingeni- 
ous authors. St Ambrose, speaking of the name of rock as com- 
mon to Christ and to Peter, says : “ Some believed the Lord 
to be Elias, some Jeremias, some John the Baptist. Peter alone 
confesses him to be Christ, the Son of God. There are cer- 
tain gradations of faith, and he who believes more devoutly, 
confesses more religiously. In consequence of this devotion 
it is said to Peter : ‘ Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona, for flesh 
and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but my Father who is in 
heaven. And I say to thee : thou art Peter, and on this rock 
1 will build my Church.’ His name then being Simon, he was 
called Peter on account of this devotion. We read in the 
Apostle of the Lord himself : ‘ they drank of the Spiritual Rock, 
and the Rock was Christ.’ Justly, since Christ was a Rock, 
Simon was named Peter, that he who enjoyed the communion 
of faith with the Lord, might have, with the Lord also, the 
unity of the Lord’s name; that as the Christian is called from 
Christ, so also the Apostle Peter should derive his name from 
Christ the Rock.”t Peter, then, is a rock in a peculiar sense, 
made such in reward of his faith, and that he might be the 
strength and support of the whole Church. “ Peter,” says 
he, elsewhere, “ is therefore styled a rock for his devotion, 

* S. Ambros. 1. vi. Luc. c. ix. p. 89. Edit. Basil, anno 1538. 

t Ambr. Serm. 84. Tom. III. p. 383. 
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and the Lord is styled a Rock for his power, as the Apostle 
says ; ‘ they drank of the Spiritual Rock that followed them, 
and the Rock was Christ.’ He justly deserves the communi- 
cation of the name, who is made worthy to partake of the work, 
for Peter in the same house laid the foundation. Peter plants, 
the Lord gives an increase, the Lord waters.”* * * § As for the 
passage wherein it is said, that “ all the children of the Church 
are priests, ”t as it has no connexion with our present investi- 
gation, I can only express my surprise at its unseasonable in- 
troduction. Besides, its explanation is immediately subjoin- 
ed : “ for we are anointed to the priesthood that we may offer 
ourselves spiritual victims to God.” Peter was a priest in a 
far sublimer sense ; he was, as St Ambrose testifies, “ Bishop 
of the Roman Church. 

The passage which you object from the commentary on the 
thirty-eighth Psalm, to be properly understood, must be read 
in connexion with the context of the place whence it is taken. 
The last verse of the Psalm reads thus, in our Vulgate trans- 
lation : — “ O forgive me, that I may be refreshed, before I go 
hence and be no more.” On these words St Ambrose writes — 
“ Forgive me, that is, forgive me here where I have sinned. 
Unless you forgive me here, I shall not be able to find there 
the repose consequent on forgiveness : for what remains bound 
on earth, shall remain bound in heaven, what shall be loosed 
on earth shall be loosed in heaven. Therefore, the Lord gave 
to his Apostles, what previously was reserved to his own judg- 
ment, the discretionary power§ of remitting sins, lest what 
should be speedily loosed should remain bound for a long time. 
Finally, hear what he says : ‘ I will give to thee the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt bind on 
earth, shall be bound also in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt 
loose on earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.' To thee, he 


* S. Ambros. 1. v. § 33. Edit. Par. p. 1364. 

t Serm. 47, p. 336. 

X S. Amb. de Sac. 1. iii. c. 1, p. 374. Tom. IV. Edit. Basil. 

§ iEquitatem. 
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says, I shall give the keys of the kingdom of heaven, that thou 
mayst loose and bind. Novatian did not hear this, but the 
Church of God heard it : therefore, he is in his fallen state ; 
we are in the way of forgiveness : he is in a state of impeni- 
tence ; we, of grace. What is said to Peter, is said to the 
Apostles. We do not usurp the power, but we obey the com- 
mand: lest, when the Lord shall afterwards come, and find 
those bound who should have been loosed, he be excited against 
the dispenser who kept the servants bound, whom the Lord 
had ordered to be loosed.”* In this beautiful vindication of 
the power of forgiving sin, as exercised by the Catholic Church, 
there is nothing that destroys the distinction which Christ 
made in the powers of the Apostles. The saint quotes the 
words addressed to Peter, to prove that the Church, founded 
on Peter, has the power of forgiving sins. He observes that 
this power was not confined to Peter, Christ having spoken in 
like manner to all the Apostles. He does not say, that he 
spoke precisely the same words, or gave the same degree of 
power; but he says, that he gave to them, likewise, the power 
of forgiveness. He does not treat, here, of the governing power 
of the Church, as typified by the keys of the heavenly kingdom, 
which were peculiarly given to Peter, but of the power of for- 
giving sin, of binding and loosing, which was common to all. 
When speaking distinctly of the power of the keys, he ascribes 
it to Peter alone : “ Peter, says he, who received the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, went up to the mountain: John, to 
whom his mother is entrusted : James, also, who first ascended 
the Episcopal throne. ”t The reception of the dteys of the 
heavenly kingdom was consequently his characteristic, it 
was the peculiar privilege of John to receive in his charge the 
mother of the Lord, and of James to govern with Episcopal 
authority the church of Jerusalem. You discover equality of 
privilege where “ Peter, James, and John, and Barnabas” are 

* Enar. in Psalm xxxviii. p. 744. Edit. Par. an. 1662. 

t S. Ambros. Comm, in Lucam, 1. vii. c. 9. p. 92. Tom. V. Ed. Col. 
See also in Psalm cxviii. Serna. 20. 
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styled pillars, as if this general expression determined the de- 
gree of authority with which they were respectively vested. 
And even when the saint calls Peter — “ an eternal gate, against 
whom the gates of hell shall not prevail,”* you imagine that 
his prerogative is destroyed by the application of the same 
symbolical expression to John and James, though he assigns a 
quite different reason, namely, the appellation of “sons of 
thunder,” which was given them. It appears to me that a 
distinction, every where so strongly marked, manifestly de- 
notes special prerogative. 

When St Ambrose says, that “ not only in Peter the one 
operation of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost is found, but also 
the unity of the divine operation in all the Apostles is revealed, 
and a certain authority of the divine appointment ;t for the di- 
vine operation implies command, not service ;J he does not at 
all speak of the degree in which the three divine persons 
wrought in Peter and in the other Apostles. He was engaged 
in proving that the operations of the Deity are common to the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and he illustrated the principle 
by reference to Peter. As Paul was expressly set apart for the 
ministry by the Holy Ghost, and as he testified that the same 
who had wrought in Peter for those of the circumcision had 
wrought in him for the Gentiles, he shows that the Holy Spirit 
wrought in Peter. The operation of the Father is established 
by the testimony of Peter himself, who declares, that God chose 
that the nations should hear the Gospel from his lips : “ Be- 
hold, therefore,” St Ambrose remarks, “ God wrought in Peter 
the grace of preaching: in which thing, since he was certainly 
chosen and assumed by Christ, who dares call in question the 
operation of Christ, since the Lord himself says: ‘Feed my 

* S. Ambros. de fide, 1. iv. d. 1. § 25, Tom. II. p. 96. Ed. Bas. 

t “ Quaedam superntB constitutionis autoritas.” The term “ consti- 
tute,” is applied by St Ambrose to the appointment and establishment 
of the Apostles : “ Nam si constitutionem separes et potentate m, quae 
erat causa ut quos posuerat Apostolos Christus, poneret deus pater, po- 
neret et Spiritus Sanctus?” — S. Ambros. de Spir. S. 1. ii. c. 12, p. 183. 
Tom. II. Ed. Bas. t Ibidem. 

v* 
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lambs V The operation of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, is, 
therefore, one.” His object, then, is not to prove the equality 
of the Apostles, but the unity of the operation of the three di- 
vine persons ; so that whatever grace, or power, was commu- 
nicated to the Apostles, should be ascribed to the Holy Ghost, 
equally as to the Father and the Son,— as 44 all the Apostles 
were not only disciples of Christ, but also ministers of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” I may admire 
the skill by which texts having no relation whatever to the 
subject in dispute are thrown together, because the words taken 
by themselves, apart from their context, appear favourable to 
your position ; but 1 cannot deem it the most effectual method 
of arriving at an author’s meaning, or of conveying that mean- 
ing to others. You add, from the same work,— ‘ 4 Therefore, 
we behold unity of government, — unity of system, — unity of 
bounty.” Of what government does the author speak? You 
introduce him as if he was establishing equality of powers in 
the Apostolic government ; and yet he speaks not of them, but 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost concurring in the estab- 
lishment of the Church ! I shall recite the passage, with its 
context, and leave the reader to judge of the fairness of your 
application of it. 44 The Spirit gives,” says St Ambrose, 44 what 
the Father gives, what the Son also gives. Let us, then, un- 
derstand more expressly what we touched upon before, that the 
Father and Son, and likewise the Holy Ghost, ordain the office, 
and establish the same persons. For Paul said : 4 Take heed 
# to yourselves, and to the whole flock in which the Holy Ghost 
has placed you bishops to rule the Church of God.’ There is 
unity, then, of ordinance, unity of appointment, unity of com- 
munication.* For if you separate the establishment and power, 
what reason was there that God the Father, and the Holy 
Ghost, should place those whom Christ had constituted Apos- 
tles ?”t The unity of command, of which he speaks, is the 
concurrence of the three Divine Persons in ordaining the office ; 

* 44 Unites igitor imperii, unites constitutionis, unites largitatis.” 

I Ibid. 
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—the unity of appointment is their concurrence in constituting 
the individuals who are to discharge it, — the unity of commu- 
nication is their concurrence in bestowing the graces whereby 
it is to be exercised. 

It is in connexion with this that the saint proceeds to dwell 
on this unity of majesty in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
which, he says, might be more aptly termed by a Greek word — 
'r«w'ro<w, or “ identity,’ ’ which is not a mere union of affection, 
but is the very “ substance of the Trinity.” “ This,” he sub- 
joins, “ is the inheritance of Apostolic faith and devotion, which 
may be seen from their acts. Therefore did Paul and Barna- 
bas obey the commands of the Holy Spirit: and all the Apos- 
tles obeyed, and immediately ordained those whom the Holy 
Spirit had ordered to be set apart : ‘ Set apart for me,’ he says, 
‘Paul and Barnabas.’ ” It is impossible, sir, that the text of 
St Ambrose could have been before you when you endeavoured 
to prove an equality of power among the Apostles, from a 
passage in which the author establishes only the identity in 
substance of the three divine persons, and the obedience yield- 
ed to the commands of the Holy Spirit by the Apostles. 

The last passage you bring forward is the only one which 
appears to refer to the question at issue between us : yet it can 
easily be seen that the equality of Paul to Peter is asserted, 
not as to the power of office, but as to the merit of virtue ; and 
this with a view to prove that the choice of the Holy Spirit was 
full of wisdom. “You see,” says Ambrose, “ the command 
of Him who orders : consider the merit of those that minister. 
Paul believed ; and, because he believed, he forsook the pur- 
suits of a persecutor, and bore away the crown of justice. He 
who laid waste the churches believed ; and, being converted to 
the faith, he preached in the spirit what the spirit commanded. 
The spirit anointed his champion, and having shaken off from 
him the dust of impiety, presented to the various assaults of 
the impious, an invincible conqueror of unbelievers, and, by 
divers sufferings, prepared him for the prize of the heavenly 
vocation in Christ Jesus. Barnabas also believed, and, because 
he believed, he obeyed. Therefore, being chosen by the com- 
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mand of the Holy Spirit, which is abundant evidence of the 
excellence of his merits, he was not unworthy of so great a 
college. For the same grace shone forth in those whom the 
same spirit had chosen. Nor was Paul inferior to Peter, 

THOUGH THE ONE WAS THE FOUNDATION OF THE CHURCH, and 

the other a wise architect, knowing how to establish the steps 
of the nations that believe. Paul, I say, was not unworthy of 
the college of the Apostles, since he also may be compared 
with the first, and was second to none : for he who does not 
acknowledge himself inferior, makes himself equal.”* The 
meaning of the saint is obvious. He is careful to mark even 
here the distinguishing characteristic of Peter as the founda- 
tion of the Church , and first of the Apostles, whilst he sup- 
poses Paul equal in merit, and, on that account, to be compared 
even with the first. 

The pastoral and governing authority of Peter is clearly set 
forth by St Ambrose in many places, wherein he treats of the 
commission given to him by Christ to feed his sheep. In his 
forty-sixth sermon he observes : “ When he (Peter) was thrice 
questioned by the Lord : 4 Simon, dost thou love me V He 
answered thrice : 4 Lord, thou knowest that I love thee.’ The 
Lord says : 4 Feed my sheep.’ This was thrice, which, being 
thrice said, served to compensate for his former fault, for he 
who had denied the Lord thrice, confesses him thrice, and as 
often as he had contracted guilt by his delinquency, he gains 
favour by his love. See, therefore, how profitable to Peter was 
his weeping ! Before he wept, he fell ; after he wept, he was 
chosen, and he who had been a prevaricator before his tears, 
after his tears was made Pastor, and he received the govern- 
ment of others, who before had not governed himself.”t In 
his commentary on the one hundred and eighteenth Psalm, he 
says : 44 therefore did Christ commit to Peter to feed his dock, 
and do the will of the Lord, because he knew his love.”J In 


* S. Ambros. 1. de Sp. S. § 158, 
t S. Amb. Serm. 46, p. 335, 
t Serm. 13, p. 516, 
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his commentary on Luke, he says of Peter: “He is afflicted, 
because he is questioned the third time : 4 Dost thou love me V 
But the Lord doe? not doubt; he interrogates him not to learn, 
but to teach him, whom, when about to be elevated to heaven, 
he left to us as the vicar of his love. For thus you have : 
4 Simon, son of John, dost thou love me V 4 Thou knowest, 
Lord, that I love thee.’ Jesus said to him : 4 Feed my lambs.’ 
And because he alone of all professes his love, he is pre- 
ferred to all.”* Peter then was made pastor and governor, 
and vicar of Jesus Christ, to perform towards men the kind 
offices which the love of our Redeemer inspired, and he was pre- 
ferred to all in this pastoral office. 

To these explicit and splendid testimonies of the superior 
authority of the Prince of the Apostles, you oppose what you 
conceive to be 44 a direct proof of the independence which Am- 
brose exercised with regard to the Church of Rome.” The 
reader may ask, does it regard any defined doctrine?— or any 
general Jaw ?— or the communion with that Church? The 
answer must necessarily be negative. Not only did he firmly 
hold the symbol of- faith, whip-h. ag ho affirms, 44 the Roman 
Church always guards and preserves inviolate, t but he even 
declares that he 44 follows the example and form of that Church 
in all things.”f He conceived, however, that, without disre- 
spect to its authority, he might retain a pious usage of the 
church of Milan, though not adopted in the Romau Church, 
namely, the washing of the feet of the neophytes, on their 
coming forth from the font, in commemoration of what our 
Lord performed at his Last Supper. In this he violated no law, 
but was sustained by the ancient usage of his church, which, 
in regard to religious rites, and other disciplinary matters, has 
the force of law. Besides, the rite naturally recalled to the mind 
of the neophyte the prayer of Peter, that not only his feet, but 
his hands and head should be cleansed ; wherefore St Ambrose 

* S. Ambros. in Luc. 1. 10. n. 175. 

1 L. i. Ep. 7, ad Siricium. 

t “Cujus typum in omnibus sequimur etformam.” — L. iii.de sac. c. 1. 
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remarks: “ We follow the Apostle Peter himself : we adhere 
to the example of his devotion. What does the Roman Church 
say to this ? Truly the Apostle Peter himself, who was Bishop 
of the Roman Church, is our authority for this assertion.”* 
The saint shows his profound- respect for the authority of that 
Church, of which Peter was Bishop, and says that it is his 
“ anxious desire to follow it in all things.”t You profess your 
willingness to be a “ Catholic of the primitive stamp, and ask 
no better rule than the example of the sainted Ambrose.” — 
Follow then his example : acknowledge Peter to have been the 
Bishop of the Roman Church: cherish its communion; hold 
its faith, and endeavour to follow its example in all things. 

The acts of the Council of Aquileia, which you present as 
evidence of the sentiments and practice of Ambrose, who took 
the leading part in its proceedings, are rejected as suppositi- 
tious by the learned Chifflct ; but as they are generally admit- 
ted by others, you are entitled to the full benefit to be derived 
from them. They do not, indeed, wear the usual form of the 
proceedings of councils, the obvious reason of which is, that 

they are the plain record of tho trial intended to be presented 

to the emperors, who had called together the Fathers, at the 
solicitation of Palladius and Secundianus. This will explain 
to you an obscure sentence, the meaning of which you have 
evidently mistaken. After much informal discussion, during 
which many Arian blasphemies were uttered by Palladius and 
Secundianus, Ambrose proposed that the public notaries should 
take minutes of the proceedings, lest there should be any room 
for tergiversation. — “ We have,” said he, “ long enough treated 
of matters, without any record being made of our proceedings. 
Since such horrible blasphemies are uttered in our hearing by 
Palladius and Secundianus, that it might appear incredible that 
they should have dared blaspheme so openly ; lest they after- 
wards, by any cunning device, attempt to deny their expres- 
sions, though no doubt could be entertained of what the 

* L. iii. de sac. c. 1. 

t “ In omnibus cupio sequi ecclesiam Rom&n&m. — lb. 
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venerable bishops here assembled would testify ; — yet since 
such is the good pleasure of all the bishops, let the proceedings 
be written down, that each one may not have it in his power 
to deny his assertions. You must, holy brethren, declare your 
wilh” All the bishops cried out : 44 It is our will.” Ambrose 
the bishop said : “ Our proceedings should be authorized by 
the reading of the imperial decree, that they may be alleged 
in evidence.” The deacon Sabinian read it. After the read- 
ing of it, Ambrose the bishop said : 44 Behold what the Chris- 
tian emperor has determined. He would not do an injury to 
the bishops : he appointed the bishops themselves to examine 
the case.”* The cause proceeded, and the accused bishops 
were convicted of heresy, and deposed, and the result commu- 
nicated to the emperors in a synodical epistle, that the impe- 
rial authority might prevent the heretical bishops retaining 
possession of their Sees. You represent this as 44 an abitre- 
ment, the authority for which was derived from the imperial 
decree.”t The proceedings show that the imperial summons 
and decree merely directed the attention of the bishops to the 
case, whiqji, of right, belonged to the ecclesiastical tribunal ; 
bishops being the proper judges, and recognised as such by 
the emperor.J — But the Pope, rather than the council, should 
have been called on to judge these two bishops of Maesia, and 
yet, you observe, 44 not one word occurs in the whole, recog- 
nising or alluding to the Pope of Rome.” According to more 
recent discipline it would be his exclusive prerogative. At 
that early period, however, the powers of councils were not 
so limited, though their acts were subject to be rescinded by 
the Pontiff, as was done by Julius in favor of Athanasius, who 


* Cone. Aquil. col. 825. Tom. I. Cone. Col. Hardouin. 
t “ Disceptationes nostrse ex re firmandee sunt scripto imperiali ut 
allegentur.” Bishop Hopkins translates it: “Our arbitrement upon 
this matter is to be confirmed by the imperial warrant, as it may be ap- 
pointed.” This version is evidently wrong. Hardouin reads discrepa - 
Hones. 

t “ Noluit injuriam facere sacerdotibus : ipsos inlerpretes constituit 
episcopos.” — C. 826. 
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had been deposed by the Council of Tyre. Possibly the new 
attempt of Ursicinus to disturb Damasus, the lawful Pope, may 
have been the reason why no mention is made of him in the 
record of the trial. It certainly was the occasion of a most 
splendid tribute to the supremacy of the Roman Church, given 
by the Fathers in a synodical letter addressed to the emperors, 
in which they are earnestly implored to guard the peace and 
rights of the Apostolic See: 44 Your clemency should be en- 
treated not to suffer the Roman Church, which is the head of 
the whole world, and the _sacred faith of the Apostles to be 
disturbed ; for the venerable rights of communion flow 
thence to all,”* I leave you then to consider whether it 
was right to assert that 44 not one word occurs in the whole, 
recognising or alluding to the Pope of Rome,” because he is 
not mentioned in the record of the trial, whilst so solemn a testi- 
mony is borne to his spiritual chieftancy in the synodical letter 
of the prelates. All your interrogatories are at once answered 
by thi3 undeniable fact. 

In another synod, held at Capua, at which Ambrose was 
present, the authority of the Bishop of Rome was distinctly 
recognised. Flavian, who claimed the patriarchal See of An- 
tioch, had been called to Rome, to await the judgment of the 
Pope, but fearing the result, he excused himself on various 
pretexts. The right of the Roman Bishop to judge him was 
not controverted, but to obviate his objections, his cause was 
referred by the Council of Capua to the patriarch of Alexan- 
dria, on condition that he should report his proceedings and 
await the approbation of the Roman Pontiff. 44 Truly,” said 
the Fathers in their letter to Theophilus, patriarch of Alexan- 
dria, which was composed by St. Ambrose, 44 we judge that 
report should be made to our holy brother the Bishop of the 
Roman Church, since we presume that you will pass such a 
judgment as cannot displease even him. For in this way will 
the measure be efficacious, and peace and tranquillity will be 

* Cone. Aquil. Tom. I. col. Hard c. 837. He reads u commonitionis 
The received reading is 44 communionis.” 
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secured, if your determination be such as will not cause dis- 
sention in our communion, that the collection of our decrees 
being received, we may joyfully share the fruit of this investi- 
gation, when we shall know that what has been done is un- 
doubtedly approved of by the Roman Church.”* Thus, the 
supreme authority of that Church is most distinctly avowed. 
St. Ambrose, elsewhere, commends the inviolable integrity of 
its faith, and in his funeral oration on his brother Satirus, he 
is careful to mark the caution with which, on reaching shore 
after shipwreck, he inquired whether the bishop of the place 
“ agreed in faith with the Catholic bishops, that is, with the 
Roman Church. ”t The agreement with that Church, spoken 
of by Irenaeus, was, in the days of Ambrose, likewise, the crite- 
rion of orthodox faith. 

* S. Ambros. Ep. 78. 

t “ Percontatusq. ex eo est utruranam cum episcopis catholicis, hoc 
est, cum ecclesia Romana conveniret.” De obitu fratris, p. 24, Tom. 111. 
ed Basil. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

In introducing to us the solitary of Bethlehem, you acknow- 
ledge that “ it is not to be disputed that in drawing to the 
close of the fourth century, we find increasing proofs of the 
advancement of the claims of Roman supremacy towards the 
zenith of their maturity.” This, of course, cannot surprise 
those who have already learned from you that, even in the pri- 
mitive age, under pagan and persecuting emperors, some of 
the best of men conceived the design of introducing into the 
Church this supremacy, in imitation of the imperial power, 
and fancied that they found in Scripture divine precepts to 
sustain their supposed innovation. Admitting your hypo- 
thesis, our astonishment should be, that the advancement was 
so gradual. The attentive reader has, I trust, already perceiv- 
ed that the belief of this power is coeval with the Church, and 
grounded on the divine writings ; — that its exercise in all ages 
is manifest ; — and that if the evidences accumulate, as we de- 
scend the stream of time, it is because the occasions of exerting 
it increased, and because the monuments of these latter ages 
are more numerous. 

St Jerome, writing to Pope Damasus, professes, in the most 
solemn manner, his devoted attachment to the Apostolic chair 
of Peter. Having passed to the East, he found the church of 
Antioch disturbed by the adherents of three claimants of the 
patriarchate — Paulinus, Meletius, and Vitalis. A considerable 
controversy had arisen about the use of the term — “ hypostasis,” 
— which by some was understood to indicate, “substance,” 
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or “ nature,” and by others, “ subsistence,” or “ person so 
that, even among the orthodox, there was apparent division,— 
some affirming that there were three hypostases in the Deity, 
whilst others maintained that there was but one. At Antioch 
the profession of three hypostases was demanded as a condi- 
tion of communion ; and St Jerome, hesitating to adopt an am- 
biguous phrase, wrote to Damasus, to solicit the direction of 
his authority. You have given a long extract from this valua- 
ble document: “Since the East,” says Jerome, “dashed to- 
gether by the old frenzy of the people, tears piecemeal the 
seamless and well-hemmed coat of the Lord, and the foxes 
destroy the vineyard of Christ, so that among broken cisterns 
which hold no water, it is difficult to understand where the 
sealed fountain, the enclosed garden, maybe found : therefore, 
I have thought it best for me to consult the chair of Peter, and 
the faith praised by the Apostle’s mouth ; asking at this time 
food for my soul from the same quarter, where formerly I re- 
ceived the garments of Christ. For the vast extent of water 
and land that lies between us, cannot keep me from seeking the 
pearl of price. Wherever the body is, there are the eagles 
gathered together. The patrimony being cast away by a per- 
verse offspring, the heritage of the Fathers is preserved uncor- 
rupted with you alone. There the ground with its prolific soil 
declares the purity of the Lord’s seed, by the return of a hun- 
dred fold : here the grain, drowned in the furrows, degenerates 
into tares and straw. Now the sun of justice rises in the West: 
but in the East, that Lucifer, who had fallen, has placed his 
throne above the stars. You are the light of the world, you 
are the salt of the earth, you are vessels of gold and silver — 
here the vessels of earth and wood await the rod of iron and 
eternal fire. Notwithstanding, therefore, your greatness de- 
ters, yet your kindness invites me. With earnestness I ask a 
victim of salvation from the priest, the defence which the sheep 
requires from the shepherd. Let it not appear invidious : let 
the pomp of Roman majesty withdraw :* I speak with the suc- 

* “ Facessat invidia: Romani culminis recedat ambitio.” This ad- 
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cessor of the fisherman, and a disciple of the cross. I, who 
follow none first except Christ, am united in communion to 
your holiness, that is, to the chair of Peter : on that rock I 
know that the Church is built. Whoever eats the lamb out of 
this house is profane. Whoever was not in Noe’s ark must 
perish in the deluge. And because for my sins I have come 
to the wilderness which separates Syria from the confines of 
Barbary, and cannot always seek the body* of the Lord from 
your holiness, through so great an intervening distance : there- 
fore, I follow here your colleagues, the confessors of Egypt, 
and amidst the merchant vessels I lie hid in a little boat. I 
know nothing of Vitalis, — I reject Meletius ; — I care not for 
Paulinus. Whoever does not gather with you , scatters ; that 
is, whoever is not of Christ, is of Antichrist. For now, — O 
shame ! after the Nicene faith, after the Alexandrine decree, — 
the West also concurring, the new phrase of three hypostases 
is exacted of me, a Roman, by the bishop of the Arians, and by 
the Campenses.t What Apostles, I pray, have put forth these 
terms ? What new Paul, the teacher of nations, has taught 
these things ?”J 

I am surprised that you should venture to assert, that this 
document has no reference whatever to the real question at is- 
sue. That question involves several points : whether Peter 
was constituted by Christ the head of his Church ; whether the 
Bishop of Rome is his successor ; and whether, as such, he is 
the teacher of all Christians, the pastor of the entire flock of 
Christ, the ruler of the whole Church. The testimony of Je- 
rome bears on all these points. With him, the chair of Peter 
is “ the rock on which the Church is built ; — Damasus is “ the 


dress of an humble priest to the Chief Pontiff of the Church might seem 
bold. The saint excuses his boldness by adverting to the occupation of 
Peter. Erasmus remarks that by invidia he indicates “ quod odiosum sit 
ad huncmodum interpellare Summum Pontificem.” 

* Sanctum Domini. Erasmus understands corpus Domini, It might 
also mean, the oracle of the Lord, 
t Those of Campas, a part of Cilicia. 

t Hieronymus Damaso, f. 60. Tom. III. Edit. Bas. an. 1516. 
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successor of the fisherman — he is the pastor even of Jerome, 
who was then far distant from Rome, and in the district of the 
patriarch of Antioch : he is “ placed on the summit of Roman 
p&wer;” — he is the authoritative teacher, whom this most 
learned man desires to hear, and to whose decision he professes 
himself ready to yield most implicit obedience. Jerome’s 
opinion was adverse to the use of the phrase of three hyposta- 
ses ; but it is thus submitted without reserve to the judgment of 
the First Pastor : — “ I shall not fear to say three hypostases.” 
It concludes with the most solemn appeal to his authority : — 
“ I beseech your holiness, by Him who was crucified, the Sa- 
viour of the world, by the consubstantial Trinity, to give me 
authority in your letters to omit mention of three hypostases, 
or to declare them.”* 

The second letter of the saint on the same subject, in conse- 
quence of the delay of Pope Damasus to answer, fully sus- 
tains the consequences which I have drawn from the former : 
“ The Arian frenzy, supported by the powers of the world, 
rages on the one side. On the other, the Church being divid- 
ed into three parties, each of them hastens to snatch me to 
their side. The ancient authority of the monks that live 
around here assails me. In the mean time I cry aloud : * Who- 
ever is united with the chair of Peter is mine .’ Meletius, 
Vitalis, and Paulinus say that they adhere to you. I could 
believe one asserting it: now two or all of them utter false- 
hood. Therefore, l beseech your holiness, by the cross of the 
Lord, by the necessary regard for the honour of our faith, by 
the passion of Christ, that as you succeed Apostles in dignity, 
you emulate their merit, and thus may you sit on a throne 
with the twelve in judgment: thus may another gird yon as 
Peter in your old age :t thus may you obtain with Paul the citi- • 
zenship of heaven, by signifying to me by your letter with 
whom I ought to communicate in Syria. Despise not a soul 


* Hier. Ep. f. 60. Tom. III. Bas. Ed. 

t He prays that Damasus ihay be found worthy of martyrdom, 
w* 
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for which Christ died.”* — Not only did Jerome cling to the 
chair of Peter, but the various chiefs of the parties into which 
the church of Antioch was split, claimed its communion; so 
universally was it recognised by all Catholics as the centre 
with which all should be united. As to Jerome himself, you, 
surely, cannot persuade yourself that he would have felt au- 
thorised to use such solemn adjurations in two successive 
letters, had he not believed that Damasus, in virtue of his 
station , was empowered by God to prescribe the terms by 
which the orthodox faith should be expressed, and to give or 
withhold his communion from bishops, according as their faith 
should appear to him sound, of liable to suspicion. 

You ask the reader to turn to the letter to Evafgrius, that he 
may have a better view of Jerome’s sentiments. The assertion 
of some one that deacons were above priests, was the occasion 
of this letter, and the object of it consequently was to lower 
the pride of some deacons, by showing the high character of 
the priesthood. For this end*St Jerome has recourse to a fa- 
vourite idea, that priests were originally called bishops, and 
partook of the government of the Church, and were reduced, 
subsequently, to an inferior rank, more by positive ecclesiasti- 
cal law and arrangement, than in virtue of the divine institution. 
This is not the place to develope or to canvass this opinion ; 
but it was necessary to state it, that the reader may understand 
the passages which you have objected, and which, I must say, 
in your own words on another occasion, “ have no reference 
whatever to the question at issue.” The saint does not write to 
defend the rights of any bishop against the Bishop of Rome, or 
to establish the equality of all bishops, but to maintain the supe- 
riority of priests above deacons : 44 1 hear that some one has 
broken out into such frenzy as to prefer deacons to presbyters, 
that is, to bishops : for whilst the Apostle teaches that presby- 
ters and bishops are the same, what possesses the minister of 
tables and widows that he should haughtily raise himself above 
those by whose prayers the body and blood of Christ are con- 

* Hier. Ep. Tom. III. f. 61. 
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secrated?”* He proceeds to establish the identity of priest- 
hood and Episcopacy from various texts of Scripture, and refers 
to the mode originally followed in the election of the bishop of 
the church of Alexandria* As these are matters which you 
would feel bound to explain to your Calvinistic brethren, I can 
spare myself and readers the trouble of all elucidation. After 
the reference to the church of Alexandria, he adds what may 
be deemed a saving clause : “ What does a bishop do, except- 
ing ordination, which a presbyter may not do ?” Then, with 
special reference to the high pretensions of some deacons of the 
Church of Rome, he says : “ The Church of the Roman city 
is not to be thought one thing, and the Church of the whole 
world another. Gaul, and Britain, and Africa, and Persia, and 
the East, and India, and all the barbarous nations adore the one 
Christ, — observe the one rule of truth. If authority is sought 
for, the world is greater than one city. Wherever a bishop is, 
whether at Rome, or at Eugubium, or at Constantinople, or 
Rhegium, or Alexandria, or Tanis, he is of the same merit, of 
the same priesthood. The power of wealth, and the lowliness 
of poverty makes a bishop more elevated, or less exalted :t 
however, all are successors of the Apostles. But you say, how 
is it that at Rome the priest is ordained on the testimony of 
the deacon ? Why do you urge to me the custom of one city? 
Why do you allege, as laws of the Church, the paucity whence 
haughtiness has taken rise ? Every thing that is rare is sought 
after. Paucity makes deacons respected; the multitude of 
priests brings them into contempt. However, even in the 
Church of Rome, priests sit whilst the deacons remain stand- 
ing.” The reader can now judge whether the equality of merit 
and of priesthood, which Jerome claims for every bishop, 
wherever he reside, be intended to include an equality of juris- 
diction. He asserted the equality of the Episcopacy, evidently 
with a view to embrace even the priests, in defence of whose 
privileges he was writing. Would you assert the perfect 


* Hieronym. Evagrio. f. 150. Tom. III. Edit. Basil, 
t The edition of Erasmus at Basle has not the negation. 
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equality of the sacerdotal and Episcopal character and office ? 
Would you, in the face of all the monuments of antiquity, 
maintain that the bishops of Rome and Eugubium, of Alexan- 
dria and of Tanis, were distinguished by no difference of juris- 
diction ? The Episcopal character is, indeed, alike in all ; the 
bishop of Eugubium is, in this respect, equal to the Bishop of 
Rome; but the governing power, or jurisdiction, widely differs, 
for to the one the care of a small portion of the flock of Christ 
is committed, — to the other the charge of all the sheep and 
lambs is given. 

But Jerome seems to depreciate the authority of the Roman 
Church. — Not when she teaches by the mouth of him who 
occupies the chair of Peter ; not when, in harmony with the 
churches of the universe, she proclaims the divinely inspired 
faith, for which Christ prayed that it fail not ; but he sets aside 
the practice of a few deacons, who took occasion, from the 
eminence of that Church in which they enjoyed special distinc- 
tions, to treat with less reverence those who were their supe- 
riors in the sacred ministry. Such customs as are peculiar to 
the Church of Rome, need not be adopted by the other churches 
in her communion : and the abuses of individuals attached to 
that Church may be condemned, even by those who, like 
Jerome, cry aloud that they cling to the chair of Peter, — who 
receive its faith and tradition with reverence, and who cherish 
its communion, because they “ know that it is the rock on 
which the Church was built.’ ’ The passages from this epistle, 
which you consider decisive, are such in regard to the inferi- 
ority of deacons to priests — but prove nothing beyond this, 
unless you are willing to allow the perfect equality of priests 
and bishops. 

I have not partaken in the surprise which you anticipated 
from the views of this Father on the manner in -which the 
Church was built on Peter. Jovinian had assailed virginity 
and clerical celibacy, and, like some moderns, had objected 
the example of Peter, who, having a mother-in-law, as the 
Scripture assures us, must have had a wife. St Jerome replied 
that his wife might have died before his call to the Apostleship, 


Digitized by 


Google 



PETER THE FOUNDATION. 


261 


a conjecture rendered probable by the omission of all mention of 
her in Scripture, and by the mother-in-law serving at the table 
when the fever had left her. He proceeded to show that John, 
on account of his virginity, enjoyed the special love of Christ, 
and was admitted to special familiarity by the Redeemer. He 
then objects to himself, that Peter was chosen to be the foun- 
dation of the Church ; and he meets it by observing that the 
other Apostles likewise received similar powers, though he 
admits that, to prevent schism, Peter was chosen to be the head 
of all. He further inquires why the virgin, John, did not re- 
ceive this distinction, and answers that the age of Peter was a 
reason for preferring him: “But, you say,” says he, “the 
Church is founded upon Peter: though the same thing is else- 
where done upon all the Apostles, and all receive the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, and the strength of the Church is equally 
consolidated upon all : yet, nevertheless, one is chosen amongst 
the twelve, that a head being established, the occasion of schism 
may be removed. But why was not the virgin John chosen ? 
Regard was had to age, because Peter was the elder, lest a 
very young man should be preferred to men of advanced age.”* 
It is clear, that whilst the saint advocates so strongly the ex- 
cellence of virginity, and its special prerogatives, he is careful 
to lay down in strong and precise terms the primacy of Peter. 
Ail the Apostles are, indeed, in a certain degree the foundations 
of the Church, since of the heavenly Jerusalem, which is the 
Church in glory, it is said : “ the wall of the city had twelve 
foundations, and in them the names of the twelve Apostles of 
the Lamb.”t But Peter is strictly the foundation, since to him 
only, and not to the others, Christ said : “ Thou art Peter, and 
on this rock I will build my Church.” ' All of them have re- 
ceived the keys of the kingdom, inasmuch as all have received 
the power of binding and loosing ; but to Peter alone was said : 
“ To thee I will give the keys of the kingdom.” If Jerome could 
be thought to have affirmed the contrary, we would ask : where 

* S. Hier. Adv. Joy. 1.1, p. 16. Tom. III. 

t Apoc. xxi. 14. 
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are the Scriptural passages to which he refers ? But his mean- 
ing is plain. He maintains that similar powers were granted 
to the others, wherefore, it may be justly said, that upon all 
of them the strength of the Church rests and is consoli- 
dated : but Peter is the head, invested with all the authority 
necessary for maintaining order and unity ; a head, by the ap- 
pointment of whom all plausible pretext for schism is removed. 
Were not this his peculiar privilege, the saint would have had 
no occasion to explain why John was not chosen. 

In his commentary upon the similitude of the wise man who 
built his house upon a rock, he observes : On this rock the 

Lord founded the Church : from this rock Peter the Apostle 
derived his name. The foundation which the Apostolic archi- 
tect laid, is our Lord Jesus Christ alone : on this stable and 
firm foundation, and of itself founded with a strong mass, the 
Church of Christ is built.”* These passages no wise weaken 
the force of the many others in which he treats expressly of 
the foundation of the Church by Christ on Peter. In reference 
to the similitude used by the Saviour, it was most natural to 
observe, that he was the wise man who built his church upon 
a rock, and that from this circumstance Peter was styled a 
rock. It would, indeed, be a strange phrase to say, that he 
built his Church upon himself, thus confounding the architect 
with the foundation, as would be said were he the rock of 
which Jerome speaks. Hear him elsewhere : “ As Plato was 
the prince of philosophers, so was Peter of the Apostles : on 
him the Church of the Lord, an enduring structure, was built.”t 
In his letter to Marcell us he says : “ Peter, upon whom the 
Lord built his Church. 

The allusion to the text of St Paul presents a change of 
metaphor. In the former Christ was the architect, and Peter 
the foundation : in this Paul is architect, and Christ the foun- 
dation. Metaphors and similitudes admit of this variety, and 
it would be unjust to transfer what regards one similitude to 

* Comm. Mat. c. viii. f. 12. t S. Hier. 1. 1, adv. Pelag.c. 4. 

t Class. 2, Ep. 4, n. 2. 
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another, somewhat different. No man can lay any other foun- 
dation than Christ — his doctrine — his institutions — his merits, 
since there is salvation in no other name : but when Christ 
himself pleases to speak of himself as architect, the founda- 
tion which he lays must naturally be distinguished from him- 
self, from whom, however, it derives all its strength and en- 
during qualities. 

The commentary of Jerome on the promise of the Saviour 
to Peter, plainly establishes this relation between them. 44 What 
means,” asks he, 44 * I say to thee V Because thou hast said to 
me : 4 Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God : I also say 
to thee ;’ notin vain discourse, void of effect, but I say to thee, 
because my word effects what it implies : 4 that thou art Peter, 
and on this rock I will build my Church.’ As he gave light to 
the Apostles, that they might be called the light of the world, 
and they received other appellations from the Lord : so also 
he bestowed the name of Peter on Simon, who believed in the 
rock Christ; and according to the metaphor of a rock, it is 
properly said to him : 4 1 will build my Church upon thee, 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.’ I think that 
the gates of hell are the vices and sins of men ; or certainly 
the doctrines of heretics, by which men being allured are led 
to hell. Let no one, therefore, imagine that it is said of death, 
as if the Apostles whose martyrdoms he sees celebrated, were 
not subject to the condition of death.”* Here this learned 
interpreter applies to Peter the term rock, and explains the 
promise, as if it were said : I will build my Church on thee. 
Against this Church neither the vices and sins of men, nor the 
doctrines of heretics, will prevail. Scandals must come, and 
may obscure the lustre of the Church, but they cannot effect 
her overthrow : heresies may be broached even by those who 
were children of the Church, but they can never receive her 
sanction, because Christ teaches in her 44 all days even to the 
consummation of the world.” 

The observation of the saint in regard to bishops and priests 


* S.Hieron. Com. in Matt. Tom IX. f. 24, 25. Ed. Bas. an. 1516. 
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who abused the power of the keys, by rashly loosing those 
who should be bound, has no relation to the point at issue. It 
establishes the necessity of confession, since, as Jerome re- 
marks, the bishop or priest, “ in virtue of his office, when he 
hears the various sins, knows who is to be bound or who is 
to be loosed.”* Though the saint applies the text in this 
place to the remission of sins by any bishop or priest, as we 
are wont to do, when speaking in general terms, yet he under- 
stands it specially of power granted to Peter; wherefore, 
shortly after, when commenting on the rebuke of Christ : “ Go 
behind me, Satan,” he supposes his reader to inquire, how 
this is compatible with the sublime address made him, and 
with the powers conferred on him. “ If,” he answers, “ the 
inquirer reflect, he will perceive that the benediction, and beati- 
tude, and power, and the building of the Church upon him, 
were promised to Peter for a future time, and were not granted 
at the present time : * I will build (he says) on thee my Church, 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it : and to thee I 
will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven — all in the fu- 
ture tense. Which had he given immediately, the error of a 
perverse confession (his denial) would never have taken place 
in him.”t 

I do not And in the edition of this Father’s works which I 
use (that of Basle, an. 1516), the passage from the commentary 
on the epistle to Titus which you quote. The only remark 
made on that verse ( hujus rei , fyc,) is, “ Correct straight for- 
ward what things are wanting, and then you will be able to 
ordain priests, when all persons in the Church will be up- 
right.’^ However, the words which you object present no 
difficulty. They state that it is the privilege of the Apostolic 
dignity to lay the foundation of a Church, which no one but an 
architect can lay, and that there is no other foundation but 
Christ Jesus. In this we are perfectly agreed, as I have 
already explained. Christ is the foundation of our faith and 
of all our hopes ; and he was first proclaimed to the nations 

* S. Hieronym. Com. in Matt. Tom. IX. p. 24, 25. 

t Ibid. \ Tom. IX. f. 189. 
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by the Apostles, and in succeeding ages by men emulating their 
zeal, and partaking of their character. “ Inferior workmen 
may carry on the building on that foundation.”* 

The argument sought to be derived from what you conceive 
to be the opinion of Jerome in regard to the original equality 
of priests and bishops, rests on very questionable grounds. 
You are aware that Protestants, no less than Catholics, have 
laboured to explain his sentiments in accordance with the ge- 
neral testimony of tradition on this point. But were we to 
allow that such had been his view in regard to the priestly and 
Episcopal character, it would not militate against the superior 
prerogative of one priest, or bishop, to whom Christ had made 
a special promise. It would indeed suppose, that Peter re- 
ceived no more than the common character of priesthood, but 
with special power to found the Church, and exercise that 
governing authority, by which, subsequently, according to this 
opinion, the ecclesiastical distinction between priests of vari- 
ous orders was ordained, or sanctioned. Not to wander too 
far from our subject, and place weapons in the hands of your 
Calvinistic brethren, this argument may be set apart. 

The apocalyptic expressions of St Jerome in regard to Rome, 
relate to the luxury and vices of the inhabitants of that great 
city. It was in a spirit of humiliation that he referred to that 
period of life in which he lived, “ jure Quiritum,” after the 
manner of its citizens, too much given to the follies of life. He 
meant not at all to detract from its spiritual prerogatives as the 
See of Peter, nor to utter any thing disrespectful to him who 
occupies that chair. On the contrary, he observed, that he un- 
dertook the work in obedience to the holy Pope Damasus : — 
“ Pope Damasus, who first had urged me to this work, now 
sleeps in Christ.”t When he invited Marcella to flee from 
this city to Bethlehem, it was that, in solitude, she might en- 
joy that tranquillity of spirit which the distractions of such a 
city so easily interrupted. He repeated and applied to her 

* S. Hieron. Tom. IX. f. 189. 

t S. Hieron. ad Faulinianum in lib. Didymi de Spir. S. 
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the prophetic order to go forth from Babylon, “ even though 
heathenism was trodden under foot,” — because he saw the vices 
of pagan Rome still cherished by many of her Christian citi- 
zens. You discover not one redeeming word of veneration in 
his description. Please read over and ponder on these words : 
— “ There is there indeed a holy Church, there are the tro- 
phies of the Apostles and martyrs, there is the true confession 
of Christ, there is that faith which was praised by the Apos- 
tle, and there the Christian religion is daily making new ad- 
vances over prostrate heathenism.”* 

The principle which Jerome lays down, that in regard to 
daily communion, the fast of the Sabbath, and such other things 
as are not opposed to faith, t the immemorial usages of each 
portion of the Church may be followed, is correct, entirely 
worthy of this enlightened Father, and quite consistent with 
the spirit and authority of the Apostolic See. He was not the 
advocate of what you so confidently infer from his words — 
equal rights, and total absence of deference for Rome. That 
deference is shown especially by cherishing her faith, by ob- 
serving the universal discipline of the Church which she is 
studious to maintain, and by maintaining no local usage to the 
prejudice or endangering of faith. 

After the review of these passages, you return to the epistle 
of Jerome to Pope Damasus. You tell us that, in consequence 
of the distracted state of the East, where Arianism had prevail- 
ed, Jerome “ turns to Rome, in which he had become a pres- 
byter some years before, and whose Bishop he was desirous to 
propitiate, in order to secure a kind and favourable reception.” 
Was Jerome then the sycophant who thus flattered Pontifical 
pride ? Did he not commence his letter by bidding ** the pride 
of Roman supremacy to be laid aside,” and reminding the Pon- 
tiff that he is the successor of the fisherman ? Did he employ 
the awful adjuration of the crucified Redeemer, and consub- 
stantial Trinity, for no other purpose than to gratify the vanity 

* “ Est ab Apostolo praadicata tides, et gentilitate calcata, in sublime 
se quotidie erigens .ocabulum Christianum.”— Ep. ad Marcellam, Op. 
om. Tom. I. p. 82. Edit. Par. 

t “ Praesertim quae fidei non officiant.”— Ep. ad Lucini um , ib. p. 126. 
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of an aged Bishop ? I aua sorry that you have equally mis- 
taken his character and meaning. You adduce Erasmus, to 
prove that by the chair of Peter, on which as on a rock the 
Church was built, Jerome did not mean Rome : but can the 
hesitating remark* of a man of more than suspected faith, jus- 
tify you in offering violence to the plain and positive words of 
this Father? Besides, Erasmus on the following words re- 
marks : “ Here Jerome by all means seems to think that all 
churches should be subject to the Roman See, or certainly not 
estranged from it, as it peculiarly glories in the Apostle, who 
held the Primacy among the Apostles ; and is orthodox in such 
a way as to be the first in dignity of the orthodox churches.”t 
You explain the words of Jerome as meaning: “ I am not 
in communion with these heretical Arians— our faith is not the 
^ same. But I am in communion with you, for you hold the 
faith of Peter, together with his chair. On that faith — that 
rock — I know that the Church is built, out of which Church, 
whoever eateth the lamb is profane.” — Compare your words 
with those of Jerome, and mark their difference. He speaks 
of assaults on the one side by the Arian frenzy, on the other by 
conflicting parties in the Church — the adherents of three pre- 
tendants to the patriarchate. As to the Arians, he needed no 
advice — he had no doubts ; but he doubted which was the real 
patriarch ; and he further doubted, whether he could profess 
three hypostases, which was required as a condition of commu- 
nion with the church of Antioch. He refuses, then, to com- 
municate with any of the claimants, until the Pontiff shall in- 
form him with whom he ought to hold communion ; he de- 
clines professing three hypostases, until he shall be directed 
by the same authority. He grounds his application on his 
knowledge, that the chair of Peter is the rock on which the 
Church is built. How, then, can it be pretended, that it is the 
mere accident of a common belief that leads him to apply to the 
occupant of that chair, more to flatter him than to receive the 
necessary authority and direction! “His very object, you 

* u Utarbitror.” — Erasmus. 

t Erasm. Scholia in Hier. fol. 60. Tom. III. 
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say, was to ingratiate himself with the Pope, and obtain an hon- 
ourable recall from his self-imposed exile.” How unjust is 
this imputation ! how inconsistent with the evidence which his 
history and his writings afford ! 

But Jerome, you say, protests “ that he follows no primate 
but Christ.”* Neither do we. It is his divine authority we 
reverence and adore when we yield obedience to him whom He 
has entrusted with the care of his flock. You beg us to con- 
sider, that our construction of this epistle requires us to set 
Jerome against himself. To me this does not appear. He is 
throughout perfectly consistent. In determining the legitimate 
pastors of the Church, he judges by their communion with the 
See of Peter ; in the choice of expressions by which the doc- 
trine of faith is to be maintained inviolate, he appeals to its au- 
thority. To it he constantly refers where faith is in question. 
Thus, twenty years afterwards, writing to the virgin Demetri- 
as, he observed : “ When you were a child, and the bishop 
Anastasius of holy and blessed memory governed the Roman 
Church, a fierce tempest of heretics from the eastern parts at- 
tempted to pollute and destroy the simplicity of that faith 
which was praised by the voice of the Apostle. But this man, 
very rich in his poverty, and full of Apostolic solicitude, im- 
mediately struck the noxious head, and broke the hissing 
mouths of the hydra. Since, I fear, and even have learned by 
report, that these poisoned plants are still remaining and ger- 
minating in some, I think you should be charitably warned, to 
hold the faith of the holy Innocent, who is the successor and 
child of the Apostolic chair, and of the holy man just mention- 
ed ; and not to receive any strange doclrine, however prudent 
and wise you may appear to yourself. ”t Writing to Theophi- 
lus, patriarch of Alexandria, he says: “Be it known to you, 
that nothing is more sacred for us, than to maintain the rights 
of Christ, nor to move the limits which the Fathers have plae- 

* “ Nullum primum nisi Christum sequens.” — Hier. Damaso. f. 60. 
The version u no primate” is equivocal. It would be more literally ren- 
dered : “ I follow no one first, but Christ.” 

t S. Hier. Ep. 130, n. 16, elas. 4. Edit. Vallars, 
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ed, and always to bear in mind, that the Roman faith was 
praised by the mouth of the Apostle, of which faith the Church 
of Alexandria glories to partake.”* All this is perfectly con- 
sistent with his disregarding the assumption of some deacons 
of the Church at Rome, and objecting to them the contrary 
practice ofthe^Church throughout the world. His recognition 
of the supreme authority of its Bishop is nowise at variance 
with his assertion, that the Episcopal character is the same in 
the bishop of the humblest See. He has not, however, exactly 
said, as you have imagined, “ that every bishop should con- 
sider himself as Aaron, and the presbyters as Aaron’s sons, and 
the deacons as Levites.” He does not distinguish these grades 
with such precision. His words are: “ What Aaron and his 
sons and the Levites were in the temple, the same let the 
bishops and priests and deacons claim for themselves in the 
Church. ”t Through the whole letter he speaks of bishops 
and priests as the same ; hence it might be fair to infer, if such 
comparisons warrant any strict inference, that the chief Bishop 
in the new dispensation corresponds with the High Priest un- 
der the ancient covenant. 

The questions which you have added towards the close of 
the chapter are fully answered by the exposition of the texts 
already given. You are pleased to conclude by stating your 
conviction, “that if the Church of Rome would consent to a 
thorough adoption of the sentiments of Jerome, there would be 
very little material for serious controversy remaining.” You 
must then be prepared for the adoption of clerical celibacy, 
the veneration of relics, and many other points hitherto treated 
with little favour, which, you admit, were defended by him, 
and you must particularly cry out in his language to the actual 
Bishop of Rome : “ Whoever is united with the chair of Peter 
is mine: I am joined in communion to your holiness, that is 
to the chair of Peter. On that rock I know that the Church 
was built.” 

* S. Hier. Ep. 63, clas. 3, an. 397. 

t Ad Evagr. Tom. II. p. 221. Edit. Par. 

X* 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

I fully agree with you that “ a brighter name than that of 
St Augustin can hardly be found in the annals of the Church 
since the Apostolic day.” In some of his works he affirmed 
that Peter was the foundation of the Church ; but you main- 
tain that he afterwards abandoned this interpretation. For 
proof of this assertion you refer to the twenty-first chapter of 
the first book of his “ Retractations which, as you know, 
designate his review of his former works, accompanied with 
the retouching of the matters already handled, but not always 
with the abandonment of former sentiments. I shall give the 
entire paragraph “ During the same period of my priest- 
hood I wrote also a book against the letter of Donatus, who 
was the second bishop at Carthage after Majorinus, of the 
party of Donatus, in which letter he endeavours to prove that 
the baptism of Christ should be believed to be only in his 
communion : which position we oppose. In which book I 
said, in one place, concerning the Apostle Peter, that the Church 
was founded on him as on a rock : which sense is celebrated 
by many mouths in the verses of the most blessed Ambrose, 
where he says of the cock : * At his crowing the very rock of 
the Church washes away his fault.’ But I know that after- 
wards I very frequently explained what was said by the Lord 2 
* Thou art Peter, and on this rock I shall build my Church,’ 
in such a way, that it might be understood to mean, on him 
whom Peter confessed, saying: ‘ Thou art Christ the Son of 
the living God :’ and thus Peter, being named from this rock, 
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should represent the Church, which is built upon this rock, and 
received the keys of the kingdom of heaven. For it was not 
said to him : 4 Thou art a rock :* * * § but thou art Peter 4 but the 
rock was Christ,’ on confessing whofti, as the whole Church 
confesses him, Simon was called Peter. Let the reader choose 
which of these two explanations is the more probable.”! This, 
sir, is far from an absolute 1 abandonment’ of the former inter- 
pretation. Augustin, indeed, seems to incline to the second 
mode of understanding the text, but he makes reference to the 
former, and submits both to the judgment of the reader, that 
he may adopt the one that seems more correct — a circumstance 
which you have been careful not to notice. His own mind 
wavered, because he was struck with that difference of gender 
which he found in the Greek, and being unacquainted with the 
language spoken by our Saviour, he was unable satisfactorily 
to solve for himself a difficulty which a slight knowledge of 
that language would have entirely dissipated. You would 
willingly abridge the liberty which the holy doctor, in the un- 
certainty of his own mind, left to his readers, and you would 
determine our judgment contrary to the most obvious rules of 
sound interpretation. We respect the modesty of Augustin in 
manifesting the hesitancy of his mind. Of the two explana- 
tions which he offers, we adopt that which is most obvious, 
most conformable to the context, and supported by the suffrages 
of the great host of ancient and modern interpreters. Besides 
the Protestant interpreters already produced,! Bishop Pearson 
expressly says, that the Church was 44 built upon Peter accord- 
ing to our Saviour’s promise ;”§ and Bishop Beveridge, not 
venturing to deny this, vainly attempts, contrary to the mani- 
fest tenor of the Lord’s discourse, addressed specially to Peter, 
to extend it to the other Apostles : 44 1 also say unto thee, thou 
art Peter (a rock as the word signifies), and upon this rock I 

* Petra — Petrus. 

t “ Harum autem duarum sententiarum quro sit probabilior eligat lec- 
tor.” S. Aug. 1. 1, Retract, c. xxi. 

t See Letter II. pp. 24. 26, 27, 28. 

§ Pearson on the Creed, art. ix. p. 506. 
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will build my Church; that is, thou shalt be one of those upon 
whom I will build my Church, like an house upon a rock that 
shall never be moved.”* In the days of Augustine, Ambrose, 
whose canticle he quotes, declares Peter to be “ the very rock 
of the Church,” and this interpretation was recognised as cor- 
rect by the many, who, throughout the Church, sang the hymn 
composed by that sainted prelate. Was it perfectly fair in 
you to have concealed this fact from your readers, by leaving 
a hiatus in your quotation ? 

Though Augustin wavered as to the application of the term 
“rock” in this passage, he had no doubt whatever of the pri- 
macy of Peter. In his polemical works against the Donaiists, 
he declines abiding by the authority of Cyprian, and justifies 
himself by observing, that even Peter — whom he takes to be 
Cephas, mentioned by St Paul to the Galatians— did, in one 
instance, deviate from the correct path ; and so Cyprian might 
be admitted to have erred, without any disrespect to his 
memory. “ I think,” says he, “ that without any disrespect 
to him, the bishop Cyprian is compared with the Apostle 
Peter, as far as regards the crown of martyrdom : but I ought 
rather to fear lest I should be disrespectful to Peter : for who 
does not know that the principality of the apostleship is 

TO BE PREFERRED TO ANY BISHOPRIC ?”t 

When Augustin says of the Lord : “ that he gave those keys 
therefore to his Church, that those things which she should 
loose on earth should be loosed in heaven, and that those which 
she should bind on earth should be bound in heaven, ”J— he 
speaks of the power as existing in the Church, without specify- 
ing in whom it is lodged. He adds, by way of explanation, 
“ that whosoever would not believe that his sins are forgiven in 

* Beveridge’s Serm. Christ’s Church Established on a Rock, vol. i. 
p. 155. 

t S. Aug. 1. ii. contra Donat, c. i. § 2. “ Quis enim nescit ilium 
Apostolatus principatum cuilibet episcopatui pr referendum ?” A differ- 
ent reading is given in a Belgic manuscript apud Lov. “ Ilium Apostola- 
tus principatu cujuslibet episcopatui pr&ferendum.” 

X L. i. de doct. Christ. C. xr. p. 10. Edit. Yen. 
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the Church, they should not be forgiven him ; but whosoever 
believed it, and, being corrected, turned away from sin, being in 
the bosom of the same Church, should be healed by the same 
faith and reformation.” — This does not at all signify that the 
keys are given to each individual ; but it affirms that no one 
can benefit by this power, unless he truly believe its existence 
in the Church, and also abandon the vices to which he has 
been subject. This faith and reformation prepare him for 
receiving the benefit of this divine power in the tribunal of 
penance. 

The passage which you object from the commentary on the 
twenty-first chapter of St John, contains the explanation of the 
rock, which Augustin gave, under the erroneous impression, 
that the change of gender was intended to denote the distinction 
of the persons. He proposes to himself the question, why 
Peter is ordered to follow Christ, and John is directed to re- 
main until his coming: also, why Peter, who loved Christ 
more than the other Apostles, was not rewarded with the love 
of his Divine Master in a greater degree than the others, John 
being styled “ the disciple whom Jesus loved.” He answers, 
that Peter was a figure of the Church in her present state of 
misery and infirmity, which is directed to follow Christ, by 
ardent love and patient suffering, to the kingdom of his beati- 
tude ; but that John was the figure of the saints in glory, who 
are loved by Christ, and abide tranquilly in his enjoyment: 
“ which two lives Peter and John typified, each of them one.” 
Whilst indulging in this allegorical interpretation, he observes 
that, amidst the frailties and miseries of life, — “we are pro- 
vided with the succours of alms, to ensure the success of our 
prayer : forgive us our * trespasses as we forgive those who 
trespass against us.’ ” “ The Church, happy in hope, does 

this in this wretched life: of which Church Peter the Apostle, 
on account of the Primacy of his Apostleship , sustained the 
person, in a figurative universality. For, as to what strictly 
regards himself, he was by nature an individual man, by grace 
an individual Christian ; but, by more abundant grace, he was 
an Apostle, and the first : but when it was said to him: ‘ To 


Digitized by t^ooQle 



274 


ST AUGU8TIN. 


thee I will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and what- 
soever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound also in heaven ; 
and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed also 
in heaven,’ — he represented the whole Church, which in this 
world is agitated by various temptations, as by showers, floods, 
and tempests, and which does not fall, because it is founded on 
the rock whence Peter derived his name.* What follows is 
but the development of this idea, as already set forth in the 
passage from the book of retractations. Every one must see, 
that the holy doctor gives an allegorical, and not a literal inter- 
pretation, when he says that Peter, by a figurative universality, 
represented the Church militant — the whole collection of be- 
lievers in the present state of imperfection and misery — espe- 
cially meaning thereby to prove that the words “ follow me,” 
are to be considered as addressed to this same universal multi- 
tude of believers. Yet he is careful to state why, above all the 
other Apostles, he was the representative of this Church mili- 
tant : “ On account of the Primacy of his Apostleship” — “be- 
cause he was the first Apostle.”t As by his application to all 
the faithful of the words “ follow me,” Augustin could not 
mean to deny, that they were primarily and literally addressed 
to Peter ; so by his application to them of the words : “ To 
thee I shall give the keys of the kingdom of heaven,”— he did 
not signify, that these keys were not primarily, and in the ob- 
vious meaning of power and authority, given to Peter. The 
reason of his generalizing them is to sustain his position, that 
the Church, in its present state, in which it needs the remission 
of sin, is signified by this Apostle: “ Therefore,” says he, “the 
Church, which is founded on Christ, received, through Peter, 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven, that is, the power of bind- 
ing and loosing sins. For what the Church is, strictly speak- 
ing, X in Christ, Peter is the same mystically in the rock : ac- 

* S. Aug. Tract. 124, in c. 21. Joan. Ev. Tom. III. Col. 822. Edit. 
Ven. 

t 11 Cujus Ecclesioe Petrus Apostolus, propter Apostolatus sui prima- 
tum, gerebat figurata generalitate personam.”— Ib. Col. 822. 

t u Quod est enim per proprietatem in Christo Ecclesia, hoc est per 
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cording’ to which signification Christ is the rock, Peter the 
Church. This Church, therefore, which Peter represented, as 
long as she is in the midst of evils, is freed from evils, by lov- 
ing and following Christ. And she follows him, especially by 
means of those who contend unto death for the truth. But to 
the multitude is said, * follow me/ for which multitude Christ 
suffered.”* In pursuing this allegorical explanation, Augustine 
evidently presupposes that the keys were given to Peter, and 
that through himt the Church received them, inasmuch as not 
for himself only— “ an individual man, an individual Christian” 
—but for all the Church, he, who was “ an Apostle, and first 
of the Apostles,” received this power.J “For all the saints,” 
says he, “ inseparably belonging to the body of Christ, Peter, 
the first of the Apostles, received the keys of the kingdom, 
for its government in this most tempestuous life, to bind and 
loose sin8:§ and with reference to the same saints, John the 
Evangelist reclined on the bosom of Christ, to express the 
most tranquil repose of this most secret life” with God. Some- 
what further on you assert that Augustine “ extended the same 
representative capacity to John,” and you quote freely from 
this commentary on the twenty-first chapter of the evangelist, 
to prove this position: but you should have observed, that John 

signific&tionem Petrus in petra ; qua significatione intelligitur Cliristus 
petra, Petrus Ecclesia.” — lb. 

* “Sed universitati dicitur : sequere me.” 

t “ Ecclesia ergo quse fundatur in Christo, claves ab eo regni cselo- 
rum accepit in Petro, id est potestatem ligand! solvendique peccata.” 
— Aug. Tract. 124, in Joan. Col. 822. 

£ Quod enim ad ipsum proprie pertinet, natura unus homo erat, gra- 
tia unus Christianus, abundantiore gratia unus idemque 'primus Aposto- 
lus: sed quando ei dictum est. Tibi dabo claves regni ccelorum, et 
quodcumque ligaveris in terra, erit ligatum et in coelis, et quodcumque 
solveris super terrain, erit solutum et in ccelis, universam significabat 
ecclesiam.” — lb. 

§ “ Omnibus igitur sanctis ad Christi corpus insep&rabiliter pertinen- 
tibus, propter hujus vitse procellosissim® gubernaculum, ad liganda et 
solvenda peccata claves regni ccelorum primus Apostolorum Petrus ac- 
cepit.”— Ib. Col. 824. The Church is here represented as a ship whose 
helm has been entrusted by Christ to Peter. 
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is not spoken of as the representative of the Church militant, 
which representative capacity is peculiarly assigned by the 
holy doctor to Peter, “ on account of the primacy of his Apos- 
tleship.” John is said to represent or signify the Church 
triumphant, inasmuch as, reposing on the bosom of Jesus, he 
presents an image of the happiness of the saints reposing in the 
enjoyment of God. The representative character of Peter is 
clearly marked as official and authoritative , directed to the 
government of the Church militant in this stormy life : he is 
the pilot placed by Christ at the helm ; — he is the ruler, having 
received from Christ the keys of his kingdom. But the repose 
of John is merely emblematic of heavenly beatitude. Who can 
confound what is so clearly distinguished in the Scripture, as 
well as by Augustin ? 

The passage which you object from the commentary on the 
fifth chapter of the first epistle of John, is the explanation of 
the text : “ every one who believeth that Jesus is the Christ is 
born of God.” The saint observes that demons confessed this 
truth no less than Peter, but Peter through affection. To the 
question of our Saviour— “ ‘Who do men say that I am V Peter 
answered, and said: ‘Thou art Christ the Son of the living 
God.’ And he heard from the Lord : ‘ Blessed art thou Simon 
Bar-jona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but 
my Father who is in heaven.’— See what praises follow this 
faith: ‘Thou art Peter, and on this rock I will build my 
Church.’— What is it: ‘On this rock I will build my Church?’ 
On this faith— on what was said: ‘Thou art Christ the Son of 
the living God.’ On this rock, he says, I will found my 
Church. This is great praise.”* In this place it is manifest 
that Augustin approaches nearer the general interpretation of 
the Fathers, and the natural meaning of the text. It is no lon- 
ger on Christ that the Church is understood by him to be built 
by Christ — an incongruity of phrase which must strike every 
one— but it is on the confession of the divinity of Christ, as 


* Aug. in Ep. Joan. c. 5, Tract. 10. Tom. III. Col. 894. Edit. Venet. 
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made by Peter, or in other words, on Peter confessing his 
divinity. 

In the passage which you have quoted from the seventy- 
sixth sermon on the fourteenth chapter of St Matthew, Augus- 
tin indulges a little in what the taste of his age permitted, a 
play on the words “Petrus” and “ petra and concludes the 
paragraph by giving, as the meaning of our Redeemer : “ On 
myself, the Son of the living God, I will build my Church. I 
will build thee on me, not me on thee. 9,4 It is injustice to 
Augustin to adduce this specimen of his biblical criticism, 
arising from a want of knowledge of the original language in 
which our Lord spoke : but it still more unjust to use it 
as a proof that he disbelieved the primacy of Peter, which, in 
the very passage itself, he supposes, and in the context 
most strongly affirms. Thus he says here, that “ he was 
called Peter, to signify the Church, for, because Christ is 
the rock, the Christian people is Peter, for the rock is the 
principal name, therefore Peter from petra the rock, as Christ 
is not called from the Christian, but the Christian from Christ. ”t 
In regarding Peter as the representative of the entire Church, 
he evidently considers him as its head and Primate, as he him- 
self thus explains : “ The same Peter by the rock surnamed 
blessed, bearing the figure of the Church, holding the prince- 
dom of the Apostleshif — after he heard of the future passion 
of the Lord, which he foretold to his disciples would soon take 
place, displeased him.”t He calls him repeatedly “first and 
chief in the order of the Apostles. ”§ 

When the holy doctor, in the commentary on the twenty- 
first chapter of John, says, that “ not only Peter, but the entire 
Church, binds and looses sins,” it is because the power of 

* Serm. 76, alias 13 de verbis Domini, p. 415. Tom. V. Edit. Ven. 

t lb. Col. 415. 

t “ Ecclesiae figuram portans, Apostolatus principatum tenens.” — P. 
416. Tom. V. Ed. Ven. 

§ “Ipse enim Petrus in ordine Apostolorum primus” — “ in illo ergo 
uno Apostolo, id est, Petro, in ordine Apostolorum primo et praBcipuo.” 
— Ib. Col. 415, 416. 
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Peter was not personal, for the exaltation of himself, but for 
the benefit of the Church at large, wherefore it is exercised by 
his successors ; and because it is common, as far as the remis- 
sion of sins is concerned, to the Apostles, and to all legitimate 
pastors of the Church, to whom that power was granted ex- 
pressly by Christ. Hence Augustin asks : 44 Are not these keys 
in the Church where sins are forgiven daily? But since Peter, 
in signification, represented the Church, what was given to him 
individually, was given to the Church.”* In this sense he 
says elsewhere : “On account of the person of the whole 
Church, which he alone represented, he was made worthy to 
hear : 4 1 will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. 1 
Not an individual man, but the unity of the Church received 
these keys. Hence, therefore, the excellence of peter is 
proclaimed, because he represented the universality and unity 
of the Church, when it was said to him : 4 1 give to thee,’ what 
was given to all. For that you may know that the Church has 
received the keys of the kingdom of heaven, hear what the Lord 
says elsewhere to all his Apostles : 4 Receive ye the Holy 
Ghost.’ And immediately afterwards : 4 Whose sins you shall 
forgive they are forgiven them ; whose sins you shall retain 
they are retained.’ This appertains to the keys, of which it 
is said : 4 Whatsoever you shall loose on earth, shall be loosed 
also in heaven, and whatsoever you shall bind on earth, shall 
be bound also in heaven.’ ”t 

The application which Augustin makes to all prelates of 
the command to feed the sheep, is an extension of its meaning, 
made, in the general style of the Fathers, for purposes of 
edification, and is not at all adverse to the literal sense, which, 
on the contrary, it presupposes. It is because 44 in Peter alone 
the unity of all pastors was represented.”} 44 Justly did the 
Lord, after his resurrection, entrust to Peter the feeding of his 

* S. Aug. Serm. 149, de verbis Act, 10, p. 706. Tom. V. 

t S. Aug. Serm. 296, in Natali A post. 1. 

t S. Aug. Serm. 147, de verbis Evang. 4i In uno Petro figurabatur 
unites omnium pastorum.” P. 702. Tom. V. Ed. Ven. 
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sheep ; for he was not the only one among the disciples who 
was made worthy to feed the sheep of the Lord : but when 
Christ speaks to one, unity is commended: and to Peter pri- 
marily, because he is the first among the Apostles.”* * * § 
When Augustin observes that “what was commended to 
Peter — what was enjoined on Peter — not Peter only, but like- 
wise all the Apostles heard, held, kept, and especially that 
companion of his martyrdom — even as to the day — the Apos- 
tle Paul,”t — he states what all admit, that the other Apos- 
tles emulated the zeal of Peter in feeding the flock of Christ; 
but he does not assert that the general charge of it was common 
to all. It was not a commission, the exercise of which was to 
be confined to Peter exclusively, though it was his office to 
see that his colleagues fed that portion of the flock of Christ 
assigned to each.f He and they were to concur in this divine 
task, and the power and the duties were to be perpetual in the 
Church, her prelates at all times being charged to give to others 
the food of heavenly doctrine, which, as a divine deposit, is 
transmitted to them: wherefore Augustin beautifully says: 
44 We feed : we are fed in common with you.” But “blessed 
Peter, the first of the Apostles, ”§ is the Chief Pastor, who 
directly from Christ received his authority and charge. 

The passages of Augustin which relate to the catholicity of 
the Church, might, as you justly observe, be quoted in such a 
number as to fill a volume : but you must have read them rather 
cursorily, if you have not perceived “ the slightest allusion to” 
the supremacy, or, if you will, “ the domination of the Roman 
See.” Some of the references to that See may, probably, have 
escaped your notice, from the African custom of speaking of 
the Roman Church, and the Western churches, in its commu- 
nion, as the churches beyond the seas. With regard to Car- 

* il Quando Christus ad unum loquitur, unitas commendatur ; et Pe- 
tro primitus, quia in Apostolis Petrus est primus.” — Serm. 296, p. 1195. 
Tom. V. 

t Serm. in Natali Ap. Petri et Pauli, Tom. V. p. 836. 

t u Feed the flock of God which is among you.” — 1 Pet. v. 2. 

§ “ Beatus Petrus Apostolorum primus.” — Serm. 296, sub initium. 
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tbage, Augustin remarks, that “ the city was convenient to the 
regions beyond the seas, and of illustrious renown : wherefore 
its bishop had no small authority, and might disregard the 
combined multitude of his enemies, when he saw himself united, 
by letters of communion, to the Roman Church, in which 

THE PRINCEDOM OF THE APOSTOLIC CHAIR ALWAYS FLOURISHED, 

and to other countries from which the Gospel came to Africa, 
where he was ready also to plead his cause, if his adversaries 
should endeavour to estrange these churches from him.”* In the 
passage which you quote from the Council of Zerta, which you 
call Tertensian, the saint states that the Donatists “ acknowledged 
they had nothing to allege against the Catholic Church, which is 
spread throughout the world .t” By this they meant the Church 
in communion with the Roman See, as may be learned from the 
sequel of the letter, in which the prelates, in whose name it was 
written by Augustin, observe that the Donatists, when pressed 
in regard to some charges, pleaded that one cause or person 
should not be suffered to create prejudice against another cause 
or person ; and thus “ they conhrmed by their own words what 
we before said concerning the Church, that the cause and per- 
son of Cecilian, whatever it might be, could not prejudice not 
only the Catholic Church beyond the seas, against which they 
acknowledged that they had nothing to allege, but even the 
African Catholic Church which is united with it in commu- 
nion.”;]: In his book against Petilian, he explains more pre- 
cisely what Church beyond the seas is that with which the 
African was united: “If,” says he, “all throughout the whole 
world were such as thou most wantonly assertest, what has 

* S. Aug. ad Glorium et Eleusium Ep. 43. Olim 162, p. 92. Tom. II. 
Ed. yen. 

t “ Confessi sunt enim contra ecclesiam Catholicam, qu&e toto ter- 
r&rum or be diffunditur, nihil se habere quod dicerent.” — Cone. Zertens. 
Ep. ad Donat, inter opera Aug. Tom. 11. p. 457. Bishop Hopkins gives 
a strange translation : “ They haze made their confession against the 
Catholic Church, which is diffused throughout the whole world, and have 
no more that they can say." 

t S. Aug. Ep. 142. Tom. II. p. 462. 


Digitized by CjOOQie 



COMMUNION WITH THE ROMAN CHURCH. 


281 


been done to thee by the Chair of the Roman Church, in which 
Peter sat, and in which Anastasius sits at this day, or of the 
church of Jerusalem, in which James sat, and in which John 
. now sits : with which we are joined in Catholic unity, and from 
which you separated yourselves through impious frenzy V ’* 

In the letter to Saturnine and Euphrates, in which Augus- 
tin congratulates them on their return to the Church, he ob- 
serves, that “ this house of God is not confined to one corner 
of the earth, but spread throughout the world.” Having prov- 
ed it by many passages of Scripture, he adds : “ The enemies 
of this great house yielded to these and such like testimonies, 
of which so many are found throughout the whole Scripture, 
so far as to acknowledge that they had no cause of complaint 
against the church beyond the seas, which, nevertheless, they 
confessed to be Catholic. We communicate with this church, 
that we may be made worthy to be united to the members of 
Christ.”t 

In reference to the investigation which took place at Rome 
under Melchiades, in regard to Cecilian, St Augustin writing 
to those of Cirta proposes this dilemma : — “ Let them reflect 
on this very short, and if I mistake not, decisive point — that 
either the case has been investigated in the ecclesiastical trial 
beyond the seas, or it has not. If it has not been investigated, 
the Christian society throughout all the nations beyond the 
seas is innocent, of which society we enjoy the communion ; 
and therefore they (the Donatistis) are separated certainly by 
a sacrilegious rupture from those innocent men. If the cause 
has been there investigated, who does not understand — who 
does not perceive — who does not see — that they with whom 
communion was fVom that time interrupted, were overcome in 
the investigation ?”J 

From the passage you have given from the letter of Augus- 
tin to Hesychius, “ on the end of the world” as “ a specimen 

* L. ii. contra, Litt. Petiliani, c. 1. p. 254. Ed, Ven. 

t Ep. 142. Tom. II. p, 462 

t S. Aug. Cirtensibus, Ep. 144, p. 469. Tom. II. Edit. Ven, 

Y* 
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of his views in regard to Roman supremacy,” most Teaders 
would imagine that he maintained, some nations had received 
the faith without submitting to the authority of the Bishop of 
Rome. Yet he speaks of the fulfilment of prophecy in the con- 
version of nations, and in this sense, he observes, that “ the 
Lord with an oath promised to the seed of Abraham, not the 
Romans alone, but all nations, in consequence of which pro* 
mise it has already happened that some nations, which are not 
included in the Roman empire, received the Gospel, and were 
united to the Church which fructifies and increases in the 
whole world.”* — He states, that “ there are in Africa number- 
less barbarous nations, in which the Gospel has not yet been 
preached — and who are not all under the Roman power,” but 
who, nevertheless, are embraced within the divine promise. 
Could I believe that you introduced the passage which you 
have quoted with a view to give your readers to understand 
that Augustin vindicated Christian nations from the authority 
of the Bishop of Rome, I could not give you credit for the can- 
dour which you claim, and which never should be wanting in 
honourable controversy. 

The advice given by St Augustin to Casulanus, which you 
object as adverse to the primacy, is in conformity with the au- 
thority and practice of his master St Ambrose, and in perfect 
harmony with our principles, as has been already shown. The 
fast of Saturday, observed at Rome, was obligatory on the faith- 
ful of that Church, either by positive enactment, or ancient 
usage, having the force of law ; but its obligation did not neces- 
sarily extend to all the churches of the universe, because no 
general law had been then made to that effect. Where the 
usage did not exist, the faithful were at liberty to conform to 
the discipline of their respective churches for the reason which 
Augustin thus assigns: “ for in those matters wherein the Di- 
vine Scripture determines nothing, the custom of the people of 
God, or the institutions of our forefathers, are to be regarded as 

* Ep. 199, ad Hesychium de fine sbbc. p. 758. “ Qu© non tenentur 
ditione Romana.” 
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law.”* * * § In this epistle, the holy doctor quotes the words of 
those who urged the practice on the ground that “ Peter, head 
of the Apostles, gate-keeper of heaven, and foundation of the 
Church, taught its observance to the Romans, whose faith is pro- 
claimed throughout the entire world.” He does not dispute these 
titles ; but as the fast was not generally established, he recom- 
mends the imitation of the harmony which existed between 
Peter and his colleagues. “ As, therefore,” says he, “ Peter 
and his fellow disciples lived harmoniously, so let those who 
fast on Saturday, whom Peter planted, and those who dine on 
Saturday, whom his fellow disciples planted, live in harmony.”t 
The concluding recommendation, to folipw in such matters the 
custom of particular churches, and the authority of the bishop, 
is the same as would be given at this day by every divine in 
the Catholic communion. You need only refer to any of our 
moral theologians.f 

Your last argument from Augustin, is taken from his list of 
heresies. You cannot persuade yourself that a doctrinal tri- 
bunal, such as we believe, was generally acknowledged in the 
early ages, wherein so many heresies prevailed : although you 
acknowledge that several of them existed even in the days of 
the Apostles ; and surely you must admit that there was then, 
at least, a teaching authority, capable of defining revealed truth, 
and proscribing error. The history of the Church testifies 
how efficient the authority of the Bishops of Rome was in this 
regard ; and the learned Protestant, Casaubon, admits that “ no 
one who is the least versed in ecclesiastical history, can doubt 
that God made use of the Holy See, during many ages, to pre- 
serve the doctrines of faith. ”§ The pride, corruption, and 
ignorance of men, explain how heresies multiplied, notwith- 
standing the recognition of a divinely established tribunal. 
You allege, that among the eighty-eight heresies, not one sen- 

* S. Aug. Casulano, Ep. 36. Tom. II. p. 68. f Ibid. 

t See Theol. Mor. P. Thomce a Charmes, tract, de legibus. Art. Y. 

Par. 3, p. 80. 

§ Casaubon Exercit. xv. ad Annal. Baron. 
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tence can be found upbraiding the heretics with their departure 
from the Church of Rome. The catalogue was not composed 
for them, and departure from the Church was common to them 
all, whilst St Augustin undertook to specify the peculiar er- 
rors of each sect. Nevertheless, he marked down the effort of 
the Donatists to maintain the semblance of the authority Of 
Peter in their sect, by sending a bishop to reside at Rome, or 
sending some bishops of the sect to consecrate one there. If 
he did not upbraid them with departing, he at least affection- 
ately invited the heretics of his day to return : “ Come, breth- 
ren, if you wish to he ingrafted on the vine. It is a cause of 
affliction to us to behold you lying cut off from it, as you are. 
Count over the Bishops from the very See of Peter, and see 
how one succeeded the other in that list of Fathers. This is 
the rock against which the proud gates of hell do not prevail,”* 
The profound veneration of Augustin, and of all the Catho- 
lic bishops of Africa, for the Roman See, was manifested in the 
most solemn manner, in the measures adopted against the he- 
resy of Pelagius and Caelestius. A numerous council, held at 
Carthage in the year 410, addressed Pope Innocent as their 
** most blessed and honoured lord, and holy brother,” and 
prayed, “ that the authority of the Apostolic See might confirm 
their decrees, in order to provide for the salvation of many, and 
correct the perversity of some.” They concluded by express- 
ing their undoubted confidence that his judgment would be such 
as would fill them all with joy.t In a letter from a similar 
venerable assembly, held shortly after at Milevis (Mela), the 
bishops begin by observing, that “ Since the Lord, by a spe- 
cial gift of his grace, has placed you in the Apostolic See, we 
beseech you to vouchsafe to use your pastoral diligence in behalf 
of the great dangers of the weak members of Christ.” Among 
the texts by which they establish the necessity of grace, they 
allege the assurance of our Lord to Peter : “ I have prayed for 
thee, that thy faith may not fail ;” and they conclude thus : — 

* P8. contra partem Donati. 

t Ep. 175, ohm. 90. Tom. II. p. 617. 
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“ We think that, through the mercy of the Lord our God, who 
vouchsafes both to direct your counsels and to hear your pray- 
ers, those who entertain such perverse and pernicious opinions, 
will readily assent to the authority of your Holiness, derived 
from the authority of the Divine Scriptures, so that we may 
have occasion rather of gratulation at their correction, than of 
sorrow at their ruin.”* The Pontiff recognised in the refer- 
ence made to his authority, nothing more than faithful ad- 
herence to the examples of antiquity, and due respect for 
the rights of the chair of Peter. His authoritative decree, di- 
rected to the prelates of Carthage, begins thus : — “ In investi- 
gating those things, which it is meet should be treated of with 
all care by priests, and especially by a true, and just, and Ca- 
tholic council, following the examples of ancient tradition, and 
mindful of ecclesiastical discipline, you have properly main- 
tained the vigour of our religion, not less now in consulting us, 
than before, when you pronounced judgment; since you deter- 
mined that your judgment should be referred to us, as you know 
what is due to the Apostolic See, since all of us placed in this 
station desire to follow the Apostle himself, from whom the 
episcopacy and the whole authority of this order proceeded: 
following whom, we know how to condemn what is evil, and 
to approve what is praiseworthy. Observing the institutions of 
the Fathers with priestly fidelity, you do not allow them to be 
trodden under foot ; for they decreed, not by human impulse, 
but by divine direction, that whatsoever might be done in pro- 
vinces, however separate and remote, should not be deemed 
terminated until it had come to the knowledge of this See ; that 
the judgment, which might be found just, might be confirmed 
with its whole authority, and the other churches (as waters 
Issuing from the fountain, and through the different parts of the 
whole world flowing, pure streams from an unpolluted source), 
might thence take what they might prescribe. ”t II is letter to the 
prelates of Mela is also couched in the language of one having 

* Ep. 176, oUm. 92, p. 620. t Ep. 181. 
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authority.* * * § Neither document was viewed by Augustin or hie 
colleagues as marked with the character of arrogant assump- 
tion; but they considered “ the pestilence condemned by the 
most manifest judgment of the Apostolic See:”t and they 
maintained that further examination was unnecessary : “ Why,” 
cried Augustin to the Pelagians, “ do you still demand an inves- 
tigation, which has already taken place at the Apostolic See ?”{ 
A few months after the confirmation of the African councils had 
reached Africa, addressing his flock, he observed: “ Already 
have the decrees of two councils on this matter been sent to the 
Apostolic See : the rescripts from thence have reached us : the 
cause is decided : would to heaven the error were for ever aban- 
doned.’^ Allow me, then, Right Reverend Sir, to conclude 
this letter in the very words of this illustrious doctor : “ Shall 
we hesitate to take refuge in the bosom of that Church, which, 
from the Apostolio See, through the succession of bishops, 
even to the acknowledgment of mankind generally, has obtain- 
ed supreme authority, heretics raging around in vain, condemn- 
ed as they have been, partly by the judgment of the people 
themselves, partly by the authority of councils, partly also by 
the splendour of miracles ? To reject its authority, is truly 
either the height of impiety or desperate presumption.”|| 

* Ep. 182, olim. 91 . 93. Tom. II. p. 635, inter Aug. 

t Ep. 191, olim. 104, p. 709. Tom. II. 

t Operis imperf. contra Julianum, 1. ii. c. 103, p. 993. Tom. X. 

§ Serm. 131, de verbis Apost. c 10, Col. 645. Tom. V. 

|| De utilitate credendi, c. 7, Col. 69. Tom. VIII, 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

The last witness of the faith of the fourth century whom 
you introduce to our notice is the eloquent bishop of Constan- 
tinople. In his work “ On the Priesthood,” — by which he 
understood the Episcopal office — he speaks very clearly, and 
quite to our satisfaction. He observes that Christ, “ speaking 
with the Prince of the Apostles, says : * Peter, lovest thou 
me?’ and Peter answering affirmatively, he adds: ‘If thou 
lovest me, feed my sheep.’ The Master interrogates the dis- 
ciple, whether he is loved by him : not that he may be inform- 
ed — for how should he seek information, to whom the hearts 
of all men were open ? — but to teach us how much he regards 
the government of his flock. Ilow great reward will he not 
bestow hereafter on the pastors and rulers of this flock T Where- 
fore, when the disciple had answered : ‘ Thou knowest, Lord, 
that I love thee and had appealed to himself, who was loved, 
as the witness of this affection, the Saviour Jesus did not cease, 
but added also the judgment of love.* For he did not then wish 
a declaration of the great love which Peter bore him, for that 
was already manifest to us by many proofs : but he had it in 
view to teach both Peter and the rest of us his own great bene- 
volence and love for his Church: that by this means we also 
might cheerfully assume the care and charge of the same 

* S. Joan. Chrys. 1. ii. de Sacerdotio. In the Latin translation it is 
rendered, “ Amoris quoque judicium adjunxit.” It seems to mean the 
reward adjudged to the love of Peter. Bishop Hopkins mistakes it for 
indicium. 
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Church. For why did he shed his blood ? Certainly that he 
might purchase to himself the sheep, the care of which he en- 
trusted to Peter, and to the successors of Peter. Justly then 
Christ thus spoke : ‘Who then is the faithful and prudent ser- 
vant whom the Lord placed over his family V ” You perceive 
that Peter is here styled the Prince of the Apostles, and receives 
immediately from Christ the charge of his flock: but you ima- 
gine that the force of the expressions is weakened by the rea- 
soning of Chrysostom, who infers, from the charge of Christ 
to Peter, that our love should be manifested in feeding his flock. 
This inference does not at all imply the extension of the words 
of Christ to others besides Peter and his successors in his See ;* 
but inasmuch as the love of Peter was rewarded by his being 
entrusted with the charge of the flock of Christ, so those who 
are pastors and rulers of his flock may expect that a great re- 
ward is reserved for them hereafter. It is of this reward, ra- 
ther than of the proof of love, that he speaks. Peter alone, 
according to Chrysostom, was Prince of the Apostles, “ en- 
dowed by Christ with special authority,” and “ far surpassing 
the other Apostles. For he says : ‘ Peter, dost thou love me 
more than all these V ”t Yet you assert that there is nothing 
in this which necessarily implies authority over the other 
Apostles ! 

The beautiful passage of the third book, wherein Chrysos- 
tom speaks of the power of binding and loosing granted to the 
priesthood, as a divine power not communicated to angels and 
archangels, cannot be offered as an explanation of any of the 
texts on which we lay peculiar stress as proving the Primacy 
of Peter. No mention whatever is made in it of the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, but only of binding and loosing, and 
of forgiving and retaining sins, which powers were promised 
and communicated to the Apostles in common, on occasions al- 
together distinct from those in which Christ said to Peter: 
“ To thee I will give the keys of the kingdom of heaven : feed 

* rote juir Uufot. This properly means “ successors,” occupants of 
his See. f Ibidem. 
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my lambs ; feed my sheep.” — “ Why,” asks Chrysostom, 
commenting on this latter passage, “ does he address Peter con- 
cerning the sheep, passing by the others ? He was the chief 
of the Apostles, and mouth of the disciples, and summit of that 
body : wherefore Paul also went up to see him in preference 
to the others.”* 

Had you cited a little more of the passage from Chrysos- 
tom’s eighty-third homily on St Matthew, I should not feel it 
necessary to do more than copy the quotation. In that dis- 
course he observes, that Christ “ permitted the very summit 
(head) of the Apostles to deny him.”t — It is in relation to the 
prayer of Christ, that the faith of Peter might not fail, that 
Chrysostom observes : “ As he is going to suffer, he speaks 
more humbly, that he may show his human nature : for He, 
who, on his confession, so founded and fortified the Church, 
that no danger, nor death itself could overcome it; who grant- 
ed him the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and committed to 
him so great power, and who never needed to pray for them 
all, — how much less should he need it in this circumstance ? For 
with supreme authority he said : ‘ I will build on thee my 
Church, and will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of hea- 
ven. ”4: — With this exposition of the text before you, you could 
easily have perceived what he meant when he said, that on the 
confession of Peter the Church was founded and fortified, — 
namely, on Peter himself confessing Jesus Christ. 

Such, also, is the obvious meaning of the passage which you 
object from the fifty-fifth homily. In reference to the question 
of the Saviour, as to whom the Apostles believed him to be, 
Chrysostom says : — “ What then does Peter, the mouth of all 
the Apostles, the summit of the whole college? When all had 

been questioned, he alone answers What then does Christ 

say? ‘Thou art Simon, the son of Jona, thou shalt be called 
Cephas: for since thou hast proclaimed ray Father, I also 


* Exjtp/Ti? rotv A vror6\ur x.ot) ro/uct /uct&tt'r»r x<t) xcpuytf vx 

Xopx. S. Joan. Chrys. in c. xxi. Joan. hom. 87. Tom. III. 

t S. Joan. Chrys. hom. lxxxiii. in Matt. X Ibidem, 
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mention him who begot thee.’ .... But since he [Peter) 
added: ‘thou art the Son of God;’ ( Christ ) to show that 
he was ‘ the Son of God,’ as he {Peter) was son of Jona, 
of the same substance with his father, therefore, added : 

‘ and I say to thee that thou art Peter, and upon this rock 
I will build my Church,’ that is, upon the faith of the con- 
fession.* Here he manifestly foretold that the multitude of 
believers would be great, and he elevates the thoughts of Peter, 
and makes him the pastor of the Church. — ‘And the gates of 
hell shall not prevail against it.’ If they shall not prevail 
against the Church,- — much less shall they prevail against me. 

. . . . ‘ And to thee I will give the keys of the kingdom of hea- 
ven.’ What means — ‘ I will give to thee?’ As the Father 
has given to thee the knowledge of me, so I will give to thee. 
And he did not say : I will ask the Father to give thee : but, 
though the power was great, and the greatness of the gift in- 
effable, nevertheless, he says : ‘ I will give thee.’ What I 
pray, dost thou give ? ‘ The keys,’ he says, ‘ of the kingdom 
of heaven. And whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, shall 
be bound also in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose upon 
earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.’ How then is it not be- 
longing to him who says — ‘ I will give to thee,’ — to grant also 
to sit on the right hand and on the left? You perceive how 
he leads Peter to a more exalted idea of himself, and reveals, 
and shows himself to be the Son of God by these two pro- 
mises. For what God alone can grant, namely, the remission 
of sins, and that the Church, so many and so great waves 
violently rushing on it, should remain immovable ; whose 
head and shepherd , a lowly fisherman , should surpass ada- 
mant in strength, the whole world struggling against him — all 
these things, I say, which God only can effect, he promises 
that he will give. Thus, the Father also said to Jeremiah : 
‘ I have made thee a pillar of iron, and a wall of brass.’ But 
the Father set him over one nation: CHRIST PLACED 

* tm 7titu 'rite o/uoxoylue. Bishop Hopkins criticises the version 
fidcm et confessionem. At the sacrifice of perspicuity, I have given a 
literal version. 
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THIS MAN OVER THE ENTIRE WORLD.* Where- 
fore, I would willingly ask those who say that the dignity of 
the Son is less than that of the Father, which gifts appear to 
them greater, those which the Father, or those which the Son 
granted to Peter? The Father made to him the revelation of 
his Son ; but the Son granted to him partly to be able to diffuse 
every where throughout the world the revelation both of the 
Father and of the Son ; partly that though he was a mortal 
man, he should, nevertheless, have celestial power, and have 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; so Peter showed that the 
Church, spread through the entire world, is stronger than the 
firmament: ‘ for heaven and earth shall pass away,’ he saith, 
‘ but my words shall not pass away.* How is He inferior, 
who granted these things— who accomplished these things for 
Peter ? I do not speak thus, as thinking that the works of the 
Father and of the Son are distinct: ‘ for all things were made 
by him, and without him was made nothing:’ but I speak 
with a view to silence those who utter such things. But, do 
you understand with me from all these things, how great is his 
power. 4 I say to thee, he says, thou art Peter, and I upon 
thee will build my Church ; I will give to thee the keys 
of the kingdom of heaven.’ ”t You were wisely brief in your 
quotations from this eloquent Father. It is easy to cavil 
on a word, and to mislead a reader by referring to an ambigu- 
ous phrase; but to persuade an unbiassed mind that Chrysos- 
tom, — who styled Peter,—" the summit of the whole Apostolic 
band,” — who magnified the power given him by Christ, as 
great, the gift as ineffable, — who adduced it as an evidence of 
Christ’s divinity, that " a lowly fisherman should be made the 
shepherd of the flock,” — “ the head of the mystic body,” — and 
should surpass in strength adamant itself, so that the whole 
world should struggle in vain against him, placed, as he was by 
Christ, over the entire world, — endowed with celestial power, 
~*-to persuade us, that Chrysostom proclaiming all these privi- 


* 7rcLvrct% f 0u r*c bmovjuhnf. 
t S. Chrys. hora. 55. 
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leges of Peter, did not admit the primacy, was not an easy task, 
and which you, therefore, prudently declined. 

The use of the term “ principality” in regard to the Apos- 
tleship of Paul, and even with reference to the Episcopal dig- 
nity, in the third book of the work of St Chrysostom on the 
Priesthood, seems to you sufficient to explain away all these 
splendid testimonies. But where is it said that Paul had the 
principality of the Apostleship itself, — that he was the summit 
of the Apostles, — that he was set over the whole world ? No 
one, you say, as if on the authority of Chrysostom, “ was a 
greater favourite with the Lord than Paul ;” that is, according 
to the force of the original terms, none was more acceptable ; 
his virtues were eminent, his labours immense, his sufferings 
extreme, his privileges great — but he had not heard from the 
lips of Jesus the divine words : “ Thou art a rock, and on this 
rock I will build my Church, — to thee I will give the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven.” 

As you have given but few quotations from this great lumi- 
nary of the East, I may be allowed to submit some more spe- 
cimens besides those already adduced. In his panegyric on 
the martyr Ignatius, who was bishop of Antioch, where Peter 
had for a time resided, he dwells on the great honour thus be- 
stowed by God on that city : “ for he set over it Peter the 
doctor of the whole world, to whom he gave the keys of hea- 
ven, to whose will and power he entrusted all things.”* Pane- 
gyrizing both the Apostles Peter and Paul, he thus carefully 
distinguishes the high prerogatives of Peter: — “Peter the 
leader of the Apostles, Peter the commencement of the ortho- 
dox faith, — the great and illustrious priest of the Church, — 
the necessary counsellor of Christians, the depositary of super- 
nal powers, — the Apostle honoured by the Lord. What 
shall we say of Peter? the delightful spectacle of the Church, 
—the splendour of the entire world, the most chaste dove, the 
teacher of the Apostles, the ardent Apostle, fervent in spirit, 
angel and man, full of grace, the firm rock of faith, the mature 

* In S. M. Ignatium, p. 687, Tom. V. 
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wisdom of the Church, who, on account of his purity, heard, 
from the mouth of the Lord, himself styled blessed, and son of 
the dove : who received from the Lord himself the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven. — Rejoice , O Peter , rock of faith /.”* This 
is, indeed, the language of panegyrie ; but it would have been 
utterly unwarrantable, if Peter were not in fact the necessary 
counsellor of Christians, the teacher of the Apostles, the rock 
of faith. It is not only when expressly engaged in panegyric 
that Chrysostom thus speaks of Peter. They are his favourite 
expressions, and every where occur in his writings : 44 Peter,” 
say he, 44 is the basis of the Church, — the fisherman who cast 
his net into the sea, and caught in it the whole world.t — He left 
.his ship, and undertook the government of the Church; he 
was called the key-bearer of the kingdom of heaven.^ — He was 
the Coryphaeus who occupied the first place, and to whom the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven were entrusted. §”— He was 44 the 
pillar of the Church, the basis of faith, the head of the Apostolic 
choir.”|| — 44 To him the Lord gave the presidency of the Church 
throughout the whole earth. ”1f To these splendid testimonies 
I shall only add the still more solemn evidence of facts. As 
Athanasius, the great champion of the Nicene faith, was driven 
from his See, Chrysostom also was unjustly condemned and 
violently driven from the See of Constantinople, by Theophilus, 
patriarch of Alexandria. In his distress he appealed to Inno- 
cent, Bishop of Rome, and invoked the exercise of his supreme 
authority. 44 1 beseech you,” says he, 44 to direct, that what 
has been done wickedly against me, in my absence, and whilst 
I did not shrink from a trial, shall be void, and they who have 
thus acted be subjected to ecclesiastical punishment.”** The 

* In. SS. Petrum et Paulum. Tom. V. p. 690. 

t De Verbis Isaice hom. 4, p. 609. Tom. I. 

X In duodecim Apost. Tom. V. p. 691. 

§ In Ep. ad Corinth, i. c. ix. hom. 21. 

|| Hom. 2. de pren. in Psalm L. 

IT Ad pop. Antioch, hom. 80, de pronitentia. 

** Chrys. Tom. V. p. 390. 
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Pontiff heard his prayer. “ Innocent,” says Pailadius, “ de- 
creed that the sentence of Theophilus should be null and 
void.”* Why, may I ask you, did you not advert to this fact, 
and explain by what authority Innocent reversed the decree of 
the Alexandrine patriarch, and restored to his See the bishop 
of the imperial city ? Could a more signal evidence be given 
of his spiritual supremacy ? 

* Palladios in vita Chrys. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

In your thirtieth chapter you present us with the testimony 
of three Fathers, Isidore of Pelusium, in Egypt, a disciple of 
St Chrysostom, Prosper of Aquitaine in Gaul, and Vincent, a 
monk of Lerins, an island on the coast of Gaul, who all lived 
before the middle of the fifth century. Isiddre observes, that 
Christ interrogated the Apostles, not through ignorance of the 
opinions of men in his regard, “ but with a view to deliver to 
all a certain confession, which Peter, inspired by him, laid 
down as a basis and foundation, on which the Lord built his 
Church.”* This interpretation is by no means, as you con- 
ceive, “ in direct hostility to our present argument,” for when 
Peter is said to be the foundation on which the Church is built, 
he is not regarded merely as an individual man, but as an Apos- 
tle confessing the faith : hence, the confession of the divinity 
of Christ made by Peter, is easily identified with Peter mak- 
ing that confession. On him the Lord built his Church, not 
as on an individual man ; but as a man divinely enlightened, 
and chosen to be the chief instrument in the divine work. The 
other passage presents no semblance of difficulty, for our Lord, 
as a good physician, according to the observation of Isidore, 
expelled the triple denial of which Peter had been guilty, by 

* S. Isidor. Pelus. de interp. div. Script. Epist. 1. 1, Ep. 235. “Ut 
hac ratione certam omnibus confessionem traderet, quam ab eo inspiratus 
Petrus, tarn quam basim ac fundamentum jecit, super quod Dominus Ec- 
clesiam suam extruxit.” 
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requiring of him a triple declaration of love, whilst he thus pre- 
pared him for the power which he was about to confer of feed- 
ing his lambs and sheep. Nothing, in the least degree adverse 
to the prerogatives of Peter, can be gathered from the works 
of Isidore, which, on the contrary, bear splendid testimony to 
the enduring character of the Church founded on the rock. 
“ By the gates of hell,” says he, “ the divine word designates 
the assemblies of impious men, and the blasphemies of here- 
sies: all of which the Church of God resists, and breaks down, 
and overthrows, whilst she cannot be overcome by them.”* 
The first of the two passages you take from St Prosper, is 
found in his exposition of the one hundred and first Psalm : — 
“The sons of the servants of God,” saith he, “are the sons 
of the just, — the sons of the patriarchs, prophets, Apostles and 
martyrs ; the sons, in fine, of the whole Church, which is the 
body of Christ, the mother of all the Fathers, and of all the 
sons.”t The citation of a passage like this is certainly not 
calculated to throw any light on the question under considera- 
tion, as it neither asserts nor denies the Primacy, and has not 
even an indirect bearing on it. The commencement of the 
other passage speaks of the Church as one man, Christ being 
the head: “ The whole Church, with her head, which is Christ, 
is one man, whose proper office is through all time to bless 
God.”J In this, as well as in the former passage, the saint is 
explaining some verses of the Psalms in a mystical way. Christ 
is the supreme head of the Church, and Peter, or his successor, 
though styled the head of the visible Church, in relation to the 
other members, is only the chief member under Christ. No 
mention of this visible head is here made, because the exposi- 
tion of the Psalm offered no occasion for it; but in many places 
of his works Prosper speaks of the authority of the Roman 
See as being the throne of Peter. In his letter to Rufinus, he 
says, that “the judgments of the eastern bishops, and the 

* Isidor. Pelus. 238. Sereno. 

t Prosper Aquit. in Ps. ci. Ed. Par. 1711. 

} Prosper in Ps. cii. 
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authority of the Apostolic See, and the vigilance of the African 
councils detected the artifices of the Pelagians.”* * * § — Speaking 
elsewhere of those who asserted that Augustine had* not cor- 
rectly defended the Catholic doctrine, he dwells “ on the great- 
ness of the injury which, in the person of this one doctor, they 
inflict on all, and especially on the Pontiffs of the Apostolic 
See.”t He repels the assertion as absurd : “ According to 
your censure, the blessed Pope Innocent, most worthy of the 
See of Peter, erred. The two hundred and fourteen bishops 
erred, who in the letter which they prefixed to their decrees, 
thus addressed blessed Zosimus the prelate of the Apostolic 
See: 4 We have determined that the sentence passed against 
Pelagius and Celestine by the venerable Bishop, Innocent, from 
the See of the most blessed Apostle Peter, shall continue in 
force until they most unreservedly confess that we are aided 
in each act by the grace of God, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord, not only to know, but to perform justice, so that without 
it we can have, think, say, or do nothing of true and holy 
piety.* The holy See of Peter erred, which by the mouth of 
blessed Zosimus thus speaks to all the world : 1 We, neverthe- 
less, through the inspiration of God — for all good is to be re- 
ferred to its author and origin — have reported all to our brethren 
and fellow bishops.’ ”J He shows that these errors, having been 
once proscribed by Apostolic authority, should not be again 
discussed : 44 We are not again to enter into a new conflict with 
them ( the Pelagians ), nor are special contests to be begun as 
against unknown enemies : their engines were broken in pieces, 
they were prostrated in the companions and princes of their 
pride, when Innocent, of blessed memory, struck the heads of 
the impious error with the Apostolic sword .... when Pope 
Zosimus, of blessed memory, added the strength of his sentence 
to the decrees of the African council. ”§ 44 See,” he says in 

* Prosper ad Ruf. p. 164, App. ad Aug. Ed. Ven. Tom. X. 

t L. contra Collatorem, p. 171. 

X Prosper, 1. contra, Collat. p. 176. i 

§ lb. p. 195, 
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another place, “ the rebels everywhere laid prostrate by the thun- 
derbolt of the Apostolic decision.”* * * § He calls Rome “ the 
throne of*Peter,”t “ the throne of Apostolic power, the “ head 
of the world, § governing with religious empire nations which 
its arms had not subdued.” With these words of Prosper be- 
fore you, how could you thus write : “ On the subject of Pe- 
ter’s authority over the other Apostles, or the derived supre- 
macy of the Church of Rome, I find nothing in the works of 
Prosper?” Need I express my astonishment at this declaration? 

In referring to the “ Commonitorium” of Vincent of Le- 
rins, you have studiously avoided citing those passages which 
bear directly on the subject, and confined yourself to a general 
principle, which is perfectly correct, but in the application of 
which you are peculiarly unfortunate. You should have turned 
to the eighth chapter, wherein you might have seen him illus- 
trating his principle “ by an instance taken from the Apostolic 
See, that all might see in meridian light — with what energy, with 
what zeal, with what determination the blessed successors of the 
blessed Apostles always maintained the integrity of the religion 
once received. Pope Stephen, of blessed memory, the Bishop 
of the Apostolic See, in conjunction, indeed, with his colleagues, 
yet in a more conspicuous manner than they, resisted innova- 
tion, judging it fit, as I think, that he should excel all the 

REST IN THE DEVOTEDNESS OF HIS FAITH, AS MUCH AS HE SUR- 
PASSED them in the authority of his station.” || In the pe- 
nultimate chapter, speaking of the letters of Julius, the Bishop 
of Rome, which were read in the General Council of Ephesus, 
he observes: “That not only the head of the world, but 


* stratosque rebelles 

Oris Apostolici fulmine ubique vide. — Prosp. in Obtrect. Aug, 
t Ergo Petri solium Roraam, et Carthaginis altm 
Concilium repetant. — Carm. de ingratis. 

t Juris Apostolici solio. — lb, 

§ Sedes Roma Petri, qu© pastoralis honoris, 

Facta caput mundi, quidquid non possidet armis, 

Religione tenet. — lb. 

|| S. Vine. Comm. c. viii. p. 26. Ed. Aug. Vindelic. 


Digitized by CjOOqIc 



RULE OP INTERPRETATION. 


299 


also its sides might give testimony for that judgment, the most 
blessed Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, and martyr, was brought 
forward from the south, St Ambrose, bishop of Milan, from 
the north . ”* In the last chapter he adduces “ two authorita- 
tive declarations of the Apostolic See, one, namely, of the holy 
Pope Sixtus, which venerable man (he says) now adorns the 
Roman Church, the other of his predecessor of blessed me- 
mory, Pope Celestine. — Whoever opposes these Apostolic 
and Catholic decrees, must first insult the memory of St Celes- 
tine, who decreed that novelty should cease to assail antiquity, 
and must mock the decrees of St Sixtus, who judged that no- 
velty should have no indulgence, because nothing should be 
added to antiquity.”t 

The maxims which you have cited from this admirable work 
are ours, and we alone can stand the test of their application. 
“ If I,” says he, “ or any other, desire to detect the frauds of 
heretics, who are rising up around us, and to avoid their 
snares, and to continue sound and whole in sound faith, he 
ought to fortify his faith* by the help of God, in a twofold 
manner ; first, by the authority of the divine law, and next by 
the tradition of the Catholic Church. But here, perhaps, some 
one may say : Since the canon of the Scriptures is perfect, and 
abundantly suffices to itself for all purposes, what need is there 
that the authority of the ecclesiastical interpretation should be 
added ? Because, indeed, all men do not understand in one and 
the same sense the Scripture, in consequence of its sublimity ; 
but each one interprets its words differently, so that as many 
opinions as there are men seem to be derived from it. Thus 
Novatian expounded the Scriptures in one way, Sabellius in 
another, Donatus in another; Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, 
each in his own way; Photinus, Apollinaris, Priscillian, Jo- 
vinian, Pelagius, Celestius, each differently ; and last of all, 
Nestorius. And, therefore, it is very necessary, on account of 
the many and various turnings of error, that the line of pro- 

* Comm. c. penult, p. 95. 

t lb. <? ult. p. 100. 
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phetic and Apostolic interpretation should be directed accord- 
ing to the standard of ecclesiastical and Catholic understand- 
ing.”* 

Give me leave to point out to you the true application of this 
excellent rule. To avoid the prevailing errors, we cling to that 
interpretation of the Scriptures which has received the solemn 
sanction of the Church. The words of Christ to Peter appear 
to us so plain, that we are forced to conclude that no mind not 
already biassed can mistake their meaning. One unenlightened 
by faith may disbelieve the power of Peter, because he doubts 
of the power of Christ to accomplish what he says: but who- 
ever believes the divine power of our Saviour, cannot consist- 
ently call the prerogatives of Peter into question. They flow 
irresistibly from the words of Christ. Thus we fortify our faith 
in the first place by the Divine law, as Vincent of Lerins 
states. Next by the tradition of the Catholic Church. If the 
ingenious but tortuous interpretations of those who deny the 
Primacy t could shake these common sense conclusions, the 


* Comm. c. ii. p. 16. 

t The following are some specimens from the most distinguished di- 
vines of the English establishment. Bishop Pearson says : “ It will be 
necessary to take notice, that our Saviour, speaking of it ( the Church ), 
mentioneth it as that which then was not, but afterwards was to be ; as 
when he spake unto the great Apostle : * Thou art Peter, and upon 
this rock I will build my Church j’ but when he ascended into heaven, 
and the Holy Ghost came down, when Peter had converted three thou- 
sand souls, which were added to the hundred and twenty disciples, then 
was there a Church, (and that built upon Peter, according to our 
Saviour’s promise) for after that we read : 1 The Lord added to the 
Church daily such as should be saved.’ ” — Bishop Pearson on the Creed , 
Article IX. p 506. Here the Catholic interpretation of the rock is dis- 
tinctly admitted, but an attempt is made to explain the sublime promise 
of the mere reception of the first converts. It is easy by such a mode 
of interpretation to evade the plainest testimonies. “Our Lord,” says 
Potter, “ received from God the keys of heaven ; and by virtue of this 
grant, had power to remit sins on earth : the same keys, with the power 
which accompanied them, were first promised to Peter ,as the foreman of 
the Apostolic college ” — Potter, Archb. Canter bury, on Church Government , 
p. 60. — This qualifying phrase has no foundation in the sacred text. 
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authority of that interpretation which the Church always, 
everywhere, and by the mouths of all, has delivered, would 
remove every possibility of doubt. After the review which I 
have made of your quotations, I can confidently appeal to the 
testimonies of all the Fathers whom you have brought forward, 
as well as to others, whom you have not noticed, some of 
whose testimonies will be found in the succeeding letter. 

You ask, why did not Vincent of Lerins state, “that thfe only 
thing required to avoid heresy was to abide by the decisions of 
the Vicar of Christ?” His object was to show that Catholic 
faith is the simple enunciation of what has been believed from 
the beginning, and is still believed throughout the world, since 
the highest authority of the Church is only its guardian and 
expounder. He speaks distinctly of the zeal with which the 
ancient faith had always been maintained by the successors of 
Peter in the Apostolic chair: but he enters into no nice distinc- 
tions of what gives a doctrinal definition the character of a 
solemn expression of the faith of the Universal Church. How- 
ever, all the monuments of Christian antiquity prove that those 
whose orthodoxy was called in question, felt bound to render 
an account of their faith to the Roman Bishop — that he was 
consulted from every part of the world on questions or contro- 
versies concerning faith — that his solemn judgments were di- 
rected to the Universal Church, and that even (Ecumenical 
Councils listened to them with reverence. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

Having followed you through the list of your authorities, 
and produced ample proofs of the full admission of the Primacy 
of Peter and his successors by the illustrious men whose testi- 
mony you have endeavoured to bring forward against the truth 
which they professed in word and work, I may now add a few 
out of many other witnesses of the ancient faith to whom you 
have not invited attention. 

St James of Nisibis, one of the Nicene Fathers, says : u Si- 
mon, who was called the rock, on account of his faith, was 
justly styled rock.”* 

St Epiphanius, bishop of Salamina in Cyprus, in the fourth 
century, calls Peter “ the first of the Apostles, the solid rock 
on which the Church of God was built.”t 

St Gregory of Nyssa says: “ The memory of Peter, who is 
the head of the Apostles, and together with him the other mem- 
bers of the Church, are glorified ; but the Church of God is 
rendered solid in him : for he, according to the prerogative 
granted him by God, is the firm and most solid rock on which 
the Saviour built his Church. 

St Asterius, bishop of Amasea in Pontus, in the fourth cen- 
tury, thus commented on the pastoral commission given to 

* S. Jac. Nis. Apud. Galland. Tom. V. p. 3, n. 13. 

t *E ftt to? irparov *iror6\»v t hv *riT/>*r tj)? ty nt » ExxAw <rl<t 

tk 0i# »xo(fo^c»T4/.” — S. Epiph. in Ancorato. 

t S. Greg. Nyss. laudatio altera S. Stepb. protom. 
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Peter : “ When, therefore, our Saviour was about to sanctify 
mankind by subjecting himself, of his own choice, to death, he 
delivers to this man the Universal Church everywhere diffused, 
as a preeious deposit, after having asked him thrice : * dost 
thou love me ?’ and as with great alacrity he replied to the 
questions by an equal number of protestations, he received the 
world in charge, as one shepherd, one flock, having heard, 
4 feed my sheep and the Lord gave to those who should come 
to the faith, the most faithful disciple, almost in his own stead 
as a father, and lawgiver, and instructor.”* 

St Optatus, of Mela in Africa, addressing the Donatists, 
wrote : “ To err knowingly is a sin : the ignorant are some- 
times pardoned. You cannot deny that you know the Episco- 
pal chair in the city of Rome was first bestowed on Peter: that 
Peter, the head of all the Apostles, sat therein ; in which one 
chair unity should be preserved by all — so that now, whoever 
would place another chair against this one, would be guilty of 
schism.”t 

To these writers of the fourth century I subjoin some of the 
succeeding age. St Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria, com- 
menting on the twelfth chapter of John, says ; “He ( Christ ) 
was pleased to call him Peter, from the rock, by an apt simili- 
tude, as the one on whom he was about to found the Church. 

St Peter Chrysologus, the celebrated bishop of Ravenna, 
wrote to Eutyches : 44 We exhort you, honourable brother, to 
attend with docility in all things to what shall be prescribed to 


* O guy a-eor tip H/uav ttYixet tf**\x*Y ayietfttv rep duQeaptreo Bavetrat 
mmtp nyet TretpetBifxnY igettptroy rfo xetBoxov xet'i oixoufxtyixh \xx\xo-ietY t 
ro6reprop etvfyi 7 r<tpetriBtrm t rpirov *v t* 7ruSo/utvog to, qixus jut. He Je 
rails tpurh 10*107 fxnixct 7 rpo&u pices i<ra.piQ/UGus rets o/otoxoyicts spottier o t Ixctfitv 
'toy xoo-pioY us iiripjiiXuetv ds piietv at ytxnv us Trot/uvv, axovrets. fioffXi ret 
etpytet /uh. Kei) <r%oSoy oivBi leturou rov Tris-oretroy juetBariiv tfatxiv o xupios 
rols irpo<ni\urots vra-ripet, xet) vo/m'ut, xcti 7reuSwnlv. — S. Asterius, Orat. 
in Petrumet Paulum, T. I. Auctarii Grsec. Pat. 
f S. Optatus Mil. 1. ii. n. 2. 

t QipotYu/uas <f« dro rtis irirpxs fitrcevo/uet^t irtrpoy ordvra yetp 
t/utxxi rh, dvr* Btpiixtxv txxxmru tv, — S. Cyril, Alex. 1 ii. in c. xii. Joan. 
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you by the most blessed Pope of the Roman city, since BLESS- 
ED PETER, WHO IN HIS OWN SEE LIVES AND 
PRESIDES, grants the knowledge of the true faith to those 
that seek it.”* 

The solemn testimony of the bishops assembled from all 
Christendom may be added. The great Council of Ephesus, 
held in the year 431, affords us a most splendid evidence of 
the authority exercised by the Bishop of Rome, and admitted 
by the Universal Church, as the legitimate prerogative of his 
See. Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople, had sought to adul- 
terate the faith, and Cyril, the patriarch of Alexandria, appeared 
as its strenuous defender. Celestine, Bishop of Rome, having 
been informed of the error, addressed Nestorius a letter of pa- 
ternal remonstrance, and authoritative injunction, concluding 
with this sentence : “ Know, then, manifestly, that this is our 
decree, that unless you preach concerning Christ our God what 
the Church of Rome, and of Alexandria, and the whole Catho- 
lic Church holds, as also the holy Church of the great city of 
Constantinople has held steadfastly until your time ; and unless 
you, by an explicit confession in writing, condemn this per- 
fidious novelty, which attempts to separate what the venerable 
Scripture unites, you are cast forth from the communion of the 
entire Catholic Church.” The Pope addressed Cyril, author- 
izing him to preside in his place in the synod, but charging 
him most strictly to execute the sentence of excommunication 
if, within the time specified, Nestorius should not retract. The 
Fathers proceeded to its execution, declaring themselves “ con- 
strained to do so by the canons and by the epistle of our most 
holy Father, and fellow minister Celestine, Bishop of the 
Church of Rome.”t The Pontifical legates having arrived 
after these proceedings, Juvenal, bishop of Jerusalem, at the 
opening of the third session, inquired of the legates whether 
they had read over the act of deposition. Philip, the priest, 
one of the legates, replied that they had, and that they felt sa- 

* S. Petrus Chrys. Ep. ad Eutycheten. 

t P. 1462, Cone. Col. Hard. Tom. I. 
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tisfied that all had been done in strict accordance with the 
canons ; yet he requested that the acts should be read anew in 
the council, in order that in compliance with the orders received 
from Celestine, they might confirm what had been decreed !”* 
The request was granted without difficulty: and the decrees 
having been read, the legate thus began the confirmatory sen- 
tence : “ It is not doubted by any one, but rather it has been 
well known in all ages (of the Church ), that the holy and most 
blessed Peter, the princet and head of the Apostles, the pillar 
of faith, and the foundation of the Catholic Church, received 
from our Lord Jesus Christ, the Saviour and Redeemer of man- 
kind, the keys of the kingdom : and to him was given power 
to bind and loose sins, who, down to the present time and for- 
ever, in his successors lives and judges. His successor, 
then, in regular order, the occupant of his place, our holy and 
most blessed Pope, the Bishop Celestine, has sent us to this 
holy synod to supply his presence.” He proceeds to state the 
obstinacy of Nestorius, who suffered the time prescribed by 
the Apostolic See to elapse without retracting his error : and 
then declares that the sentence passed against him by the con- 
sent of the bishops of the East and of the West is firm, and 
that he is cut off from the communion of the Catholic Church. 
The other two legates spoke to the same effect, after whom 
Cyril, the patriarch of Alexandria, proposed that the proceed- 
ings of both sessions should be presented to the legates for 
subscription. Arcadius, one of them, observed that the proceed- 
ings of the holy synod were such that they could not but con- 
firm them. The synod observed, that as the legates had spoken 
in a manner becoming them, it now remained for them to fulfil 
their promise, and subscribe the acts, which they accordingly 
did. Thus in all things was seen, as Philip the legate observed, 
the union of the holy members with their holy head, “ for your 


* oiras »futis ttK0\x&nrctv'rt( rep ti/tw m ctyieorarx TltLir*. KiAirm. 
JvYX&ae/UtV Tflt KiX.pl/UiVat. @iCctie$o- etl . 

t — Actione 3. Cone. Eph. p. 1476 and 1477. Tom. I. Hard. 
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blessedness," he said, addressing the Fathers, “ is not ignorant 
that the blessed Jlpostle Peter is the head of all faith, or even 
of the Apostles.”* 

I know not what more solemn and splendid testimony could 
be given of the general belief of the divine institution of the 
Primacy. The bishops who composed this venerable assembly, 
were, with the exception of the Roman legates, oriental and 
African : yet they heard, without a murmur of contradiction, the 
strong assertions of the legates ; — they submitted their acts to 
them for confirmation — and they declared themselves constrain- 
ed to execute the sentence of Celestine against Nestorius. 

The great Council of Chalcedon, reporting their proceedings 
to Leo the Great, refer to his letter, which they had received 
with acclamations, and declare that “ he is established the in- 
terpreter for all of the voice of Peter the Apostle." They say 
that he presided over them, as the head over the members, in 
the persons of those who occupied his place : and they speak 
with indignation and horror of the impiety of Dioscorus, the 
fallen patriarch of Alexandria, who, to hjs heresy, had added 
frantic violence against the successor of Peter. — “ He has," 
say they, “ extended his frenzy even against him to whom the 
care of the vineyard was intrusted by the Saviour, namely, 
against your Apostolic holiness. "t In theae expressions and 
acts of this venerable assembly, as well as of that of Ephesus, 
you have the clear recognition of the divine institution of the 
Primacy, 

* » o\»e rue irlrneof $ $ roof eurorokeot. — Act. 2. Col. 1472. 

Tom- II. Edit. H. 

t T. II. p. 655. Col. Hard. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

Your chapter on the interpolation of the Fathers indicates 
some misgiving as to the result of their examination. You 
have indeed reason to despair of ever overthrowing the Primacy 
or any other Catholic tenet by their aid. From your enume- 
ration some might be led to think that every passage in their 
works relating to this point had been brought forward, or at 
least, that all the witnesses, up to the middle of the fifth century, 
had been examined : but it must now be seen that most import- 
ant passages, which dissipate any obscurity that might exist 
in others, have been left unnoticed, and several Fathers have 
not at all been presented for examination. I could have added 
many more, but I have reason to indulge the fear which you 
express, that this tedious investigation may prove wearisome 
to our readers. 

You state your “ conviction that the expurgations which our 
scholars have made of these ancient writings have left them 
still far from immaculate.” Do you mean to insinuate that no 
reliance can be placed on the integrity of any of those works ? 
The translator of Athanasius states, that many false and spuri- 
ous books had been attributed to him : but have not the learned 
laboured successfully to separate these from his genuine works ? 
Are there not many works of this and other Fathers bearing 
evident marks of authenticity, which Protestant and Catholic 
critics unite in acknowledging ? The assertion of the Jansenist 
Quesnel may pass for what it is worth ; but what friend of lite- 
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rature, or truth, will consent, that, on such a vague suspicion, the 
splendid monuments of the genius, learning, and zeal of the 
early ages, should be all marked as uncertain ? Let this literary 
skepticism be indulged, if you will, wherever there is a shadow 
of reason to support it : but let not these precious records be 
capriciously subjected to suspicion, merely because the parti- 
san of error feels himself overwhelmed by their harmonious 
evidence. Whoever calls in question the authenticity of a 
work, should show the intrinsic characters which it presents 
of forgery, or at least the absence of external authority to 
warrant its being ascribed to its alleged author. The man who 
asserts that a work has been interpolated, should adduce reason 
to convince us that the passages which he questions are not 
consistent with the known sentiments of the author, elsewhere 
clearly expressed, or with facts which the author must have 
known, and would not have contradicted. Notwithstanding your 
oft-repeated professions of kindness and of courtesy, you con- 
clude this chapter by asserting that ou r predecessors have confess- 
edly interpolated the works of the Fathers to suit the doctrine 
of their day. Should I retort the charge, I might appear unkind, 
but certainly I would be supported by evidence greater than 
that which you can allege. Many of the works rejected by the 
learned as supposititious, inasmuch as they were once errone- 
ously ascribed to authors who had not composed them, were 
not literary forgeries, but works written by men sound in faith, 
and which by mere mistake were attributed to others. Some- 
times th$ identity of name caused the work to be ascribed to an 
author who had flourished in a different country and age: 
sometimes the want of any name led to the conjecture that the 
work belonged to some celebrated author who was known to 
have treated the subject. When vellum and parchment were 
scarce, the copying of a small work at the end of a large volume 
gave occasion to consider both as the production of the same 
author. Since the printing of books, most of these errors have 
bee'n detected, by a critical examination of the works them- 
selves, by the collection of manuscripts, and by reference to 
other works in which citations were made, or catalogues given. 


Digitized by t^ooQle 



ST MAXIMUS OF TURIN. 


309 


Though there is still room for the exercise of just criticism to 
ascertain the correct reading of some passage, or the authenti- 
city of some document, reasonable evidence of the want of au- 
thenticity must be demanded, unless we choose to plunge into 
the gulf of universal scepticism. Were we to act on your appa- 
rent principle, we might hesitate to admit the Bible itself, since 
it is undeniable that spurious books once were esteemed as di- 
vine, and interpolations or alterations of the Sacred Text — some 
of which may yet remain— were made by accident or fraud. 

Was there no attempt by Catholic writers wilfully to pass 
under some illustrious name their own productions ? There 
was, but from motives very different from those which you 
have attributed to them. Vigilius, bishop of Thapsis, in the 
fifth century, published some works under the name of Atha- 
nasius, because he wished to avoid the Arian persecution, 
which by writing in his own name he might have drawn upon 
him. Others, like Isidore Mercator, may have done in like 
manner for less worthy motives : but no Catholic thereby in- 
tended, or could have hoped to introduce a new dogma, or to 
give rise to a new practice. The forgeries proceeded from 
Judaising Christians in the first ages, and subsequently for the 
most part from the abettors of various heresies. An enlight- 
ened criticism will not regard all works as doubtful, because 
sometimes a romance is published, or a literary hoax proves 
successful. I will submit an instance of a suppositious work, 
which modern Catholic criticism has assigned to its real author, 
and from which it will be seen how little the suppositious char- 
acter of a work detracts from its real worth, and how willing 
our writers are to assign every document to its proper author. 
Among the sermons formerly ascribed to St Ambrose, was one 
on the festival of Saint Peter and Saint Paul, which is now 
known to be the production of St Maximus, bishop of Turin, 
who flourished about the middle of the fifth century. The 
catalogue of his discourses was given by Gennadius of Mar- 
seilles, at the close of that century, and it served to dis- 
cover them amidst the writings of St Ambrose and St Au- 
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gustin, with which they had been confounded. The error does 
not at all affect their authority, for though Ambrose flourished 
half a century before Maximus, and shed a brighter light on 
his own and succeeding ages, yet the name of Maximus is 
likewise held in veneration for the sanctity of his life, the in- 
tegrity of his faith, and his sacred and sublime eloquence. The 
critical discovery adds another witness to the privileges of the 
prince of the Apostles, and presents another link of the chain 
of traditionary testimony. “ Since,” says he, “ all the bless- 
ed Apostles obtain equal grace of holiness before God, I know 
not how Peter and Paul seem to excel the others by a certain 
peculiar degree of the virtue of faith in the Saviour : which, in- 
deed, we can prove by the judgment of our Lord himself. For 
to Peter, as a good steward, he gave the key of the heavenly 
kingdom ; on Paul, as a fit doctor, he imposed the duty of ec. 
clesiastical instruction : so that whom the one instructs unto 
salvation, the other receives them to rest ; and Peter opens the 
kingdom of heaven to the souls of those whose hearts Paul 
opened by his teaching Both of them, therefore, receiv- 

ed keys from the Lord, the one the key of knowledge, the 
other the key of power : one dispenses the riches of immor- 
tality, the other bestows the treasures of knowledge : for there 
are treasures of knowledge, as it is written: — ‘In whom are 
all the treasures of knowledge hidden.’ Therefore, blessed 
Peter and Paul shine forth among all the Apostles, and excel 
by a certain peculiar prerogative. But it is uncertain which is 
to be preferred to the other: for I think that they are equal in 
merits, since they are equal in suffering, and that they lived 
with similar devotedness of faith, as they attained together to 
the glory of martyrdom. For let us not imagine, that it hap- 
pened without motive, that, on the same day, and in the same 
place, they suffered by the decree of the same tyrant. They 
suffered on the same day, that they might attain to the glory 
of Christ at the same time, — in the same place, that Rome 
should possess both, — under the same persecutor, that equal 
cruelty should be exercised towards both. The day, then, was 
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decreed in consequence of their merit— the place for their glory, 
—the persecutor for their virtue. And in what place did they 
suffer martyrdom ? In the city of Rome, which obtains the 
sovereignty, and is the head of nations, namely, that where the 
head of superstition was, the head of sanctity might repose : 
and where the princes of the Gentiles dwelt, the princes of 
the churches might reside.”* 

* Berm. lxv. p. 359. Vol. III. Edit. Bas. inter opera Ambrosii, S. 
Maximus Taurin. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

Without wishing to impugn the sincerity with which you 
express the confidence you have in the result of your examina- 
tion, I must guard the reader against being influenced by your 
conviction, or misled by your professions. — “ I conceive it 
proved,” you say, “ by superabundant testimony, that the pri- 
mitive Church of Rome professed to hold no authoritative su- 
premacy over the other churches, and that she interpreted the 
language of Christ to Peter in precise accordance with the gen- 
eral voice of the Fathers, as conveying no official grant of su- 
preme power or domination.” You may conceive all this ; and 
it is perfectly true that Rome, neither in ancient or modern 
times, has claimed any domination in the odious sense of ca- 
pricious and arbitrary authority. She professed herself at all 
times powerless against the truth, but powerful for the truth, 
— to level every height that exalteth itself against the know- 
ledge of God, and to bring into captivity every understanding 
to the obedience of Christ. She acknowledged that the power 
which the Lord had given her, was for edification, not for de- 
struction: yet she alleged and exercised that power, and she 
was sustained in her claims by the general voice of Christen- 
dom.* As you have given few quotations from the writings 

* “ Long before the earliest epoch that can be fixed for i nodem his- 
tory, and, indeed, to speak fairly, almost as far back as ecclesiastical 
testimonies can carry us, the Bishops of Rome had been venerated as 
first in rank among the rulers of the Church.” This is the admission of 
Hallam, a learned living author, nowise disposed to favour Catholic 
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of the ancient Roman Pontiffs, which afford the most solemn 
evidence of what the primitive Church of Rome professed to 
hold, I submit to the reader some passages. 

The authority which Victor exercised over the eastern 
churches has already been seen. St Cornelius, in his letter to St 
Cyprian, gives him the pleasing intelligence, that several who 
had been involved in the schism of Novatus had returned to the 
unity of the Church, and with deep compunction made the 
public avowal of their faith and submission. He gives the pre- 
cise words in which it was made : “We know that Cornelius 
was chosen by Almighty God, and by Christ our Lord, Bishop 

of the most holy Catholic Church. We confess our error 

For we are not ignorant that there is one God, and one Christ, 
the Lord whom we have confessed, one Holy Ghost, and that 
there should be one Bishop in the Catholic Church.”* It is 
clear, that at this early period, the Bishop of Rome was styled 
“Bishop of the Catholic Church,” and the one Bishop placed 
in it by Christ our Lord for its government. He had, indeed, 
numerous colleagues, but he was the one Bishop whose vigi- 
lance and authority extended over all. 

Julius, whose proceedings in the case of Athanasius have 
been already noticed, had no less exalted an idea of the charac- 
ter which, as successor of Peter, he sustained in the Church 
of Jesus Christ.! 

Pope Siricius, about the year 385, writing to Himerius of 
Tarragona, and prescribing certain rules to be observed, says: 
“ Henceforth, let all priests observe the foregoing rule, who do 
not wish to be separated from the solidity of the Apostolic 
rock, on which Christ built the universal Church.” .... 
“We decree, by a general enactment, what must be followed 
hereafter, and what must be shunned by all the churches.” — 
He orders his decree to be communicated to the bishops of 

tenets. See his View of the State of Europe during the Middle Ages. 
Ch. vii.p. 269. Ed. New York. 

* Cornelius ad Cyprianum. Coll. Cone. Labb4. Tom. 1. p. 831. Ed. 
Flor. 

t Ep. ad Orient, supra. Lett. xiv. p. 184, et seq. 
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Carthage, Boetia, Lusitania and Gallicia, that it may be invio- 
lably observed, and all pretext of excuse be taken away, which 
he determines never to receive.”* * * § 

St Innocent, who lived at the beginning of the fifth century, 
thus writes to Decentius, bishop of Eugubium: — 44 Who does 
not know, or perceive, that what was delivered to the Roman 
Church by the prince of the Apostles, Peter, and is still re- 
tained, must be observed by all ?”t In his letter to the Coun- 
cils of Africa, he speaks still more solemnly of the privile- 
ges of the Primacy, especially in causes of faith. 

St Zosimus, addressing the Fathers of the Council of 
Carthage, observes : 44 The tradition of the Fathers has giv- 
en so great authority to the Apostolic See, that no one would 

dare call its judgment into question So great power 

canonical antiquity, by universal consent, ascribed to this Apos- 
tle, from the very promise of Christ our Lord, that he should 
loose what was bound, and bind what was loose.”:): 

I shall close this evidence with one out of many passages of 
Leo the Great. 44 Christ,” says he, “ having assumed him 
(Peter) to a parlicipation in his indivisible unity, was pleased 
that he should be styled what he himself was, saying : 4 Thou 
art Peter, and on this rock I will build my Church that the 
building of the eternal temple by the wonderful gift of the 
grace of God should rest on the solidity of the rock, strength- 
ening his Church by this firmness, so that neither human 
temerity could affect it, nor the gates of hell prevail against it. 
But, whosoever attempts to infringe on his power, indulges ex- 
cessive and impious presumption, in seeking to violate the 
most sacred firmness of this rock, God, as we have said, being 
the builder.”§ 

You, yourself, suppose that the Bishops of Rome conceived 


* Syricius Himerio, Cone. Col. Hard. Tom. I. Col. 848. 

t S. Innocent Decentio. Ib. Col. 995. See, also, bis Letter to the 
African Prelates. Apud. Aug. Ep. 181. Col. 635. Tom. II. 

t S. Zosimus, Ep. 12. apud Constant , Aurelio ac cceteris, &c. 

§ S. Leo. Tom. II. Col. 1315. Edit. Ballerin. 
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the idea of establishing their supremacy at a very early day ;* 
how, then, you can consistently say, that the primitive Church 
of Rome, of which they were the organs, professed to hold no 
authoritative supremacy over the other churches, is to me in- 
explicable. You attribute their plan to human policy, though 
you adroit their sincerity in thinking that the peace and pros- 
perity of the Church would thereby be greatly promoted : but 
on what grounds do you ascribe to human policy, what they 
uniformly attribute to divine institution? and by what right do 
you attribute worldly wisdom to those whom their holy lives 
and glorious deaths prove to have been the chosen ones to 
whom the Father revealed the secrets of his kingdom ? 

You ask yourself a puzzling question : “ how the doctrine 
of the Papal supremacy could have been admitted by the 
Church, if it were not founded upon the authority of the Re- 
deemer?” Your answer is, that “ the rank and influence of 
the Roman See, having given it a great and increasing prepon- 
derance in the councils of the Church, the canons of these 
councils by degrees confirmed its dignity. Thus, the right of 
receiving appeals was conferred upon it first by the Council of 
Sardica, some years subsequent to the Council of Nice. The 
acknowledgment, that it was the first of all the churches, was 
made still later by the Council of Constantinople.” — Why did 
not you explain how it attained that rank and influence, when 
the very circumstance of the city being the seat of empire, ex- 
posed its Bishop to all the fury of persecution, when, consequent- 
ly, he could borrow no lustre, and derive no influence from 
the throne.f It was “ the presiding Church,” even when Igna- 

* An instance of the exercise of supreme power occurred before the 
days of Victor, in the absolution of Cerdon from the excommunication 
inflicted by the Asiatic bishops.— 1 “ Another, whom the Church of this 
age excommunicated for heresy, was Cerdon, who, coming to Rome 
when Hyginus was Bishop there, recanted his errors, and was restored 
to communion . — Potter on Church Government , p. 333. 

t Valenti man 111, in the year 455, in his constitution, called “ Novel,” 
makes mention of the dignity of the Roman city, but dwells especially on 
the authority of blessed Peter, as recognised by the canons of the 
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tius went to martyrdom, — it was, when Irenaeus wrote, “ the 
Church of more excellent, more powerful principality,” — it 
was for Cyprian, who lived nearly a century before the Coun- 
cil of Nice, “ the princely chair.”* You have stated, what you 
seem now to foFget, that the sixth canon of that council was 
directed to guard against the encroachments of the Roman Bi- 
shop.t Were this the fact, it would be strange that, a few 
years afterwards, the Council of Sardica should have enlarged 
the privileges of the Roman See, by making it a high court 
of appeals from the sentence of councils, by which bishops 
were deposed. It is for you to reconcile these statements. At 
the same time you may explain how it happened, that long 
before the Councils of Sardica, or Nice, Basilides, a deposed 
bishop, of whom St Cyprian speaks, going to Rome, imposed 
on Pope Stephen, not acquainted with the facts, and obtained 
a decree that he should be restored to his bishopric. It may 
be also worth explanation, how, in the interval between the 
Councils of Nice and Sardica, the patriarch of Alexandria, for 
whose protection the Nicene canon is said by you to have been 
specially made, was accused to the Pontiff, anticipated the 
summons to appear before his tribunal, submitted to trial, or, 
rather, appealed to his justice, and had the sentence of depo- 
sition reversed by his high authority. At the same time, two 
Other bishops, Paul and Marcellus, of Ancyra, appealed to the 

Church : “ Cum igitur sedis Apostolic© primatum B. Petri meritum, 
quiest princeps sacerdotalis coron®, et Roman© dignitas civitatis,sacr© 
etiam synodi firmavit auctoritas.” “ The merit of blessed Peter, who is 
the prince of the priestly order, and the dignity of the Roman city, the 
authority, also, of the holy synod, strengthened the Primacy of the Apos- 
tolic See.” — See Hallam, Middle Ages, c. 7, p. 270. 

* “At a much earlier period ( than that of ValerUinian ) , Iren©us ra- 
ther vaguely, and Cyprian more positively, admit, or rather assert, the 
Primacy of the Church of Rome, which the latter seems even to have 
considered as a kind of centre of Catholic unity.” — Hallam, ibidem . 

t Cabassutius understands it, on the contrary, as grounding the Al- 
exandrine privileges on the implicit concession of the Roman Bishop, 
who knew and approved of them : “ quia illud ei jus tribuere solet Ro- 
raanus episcopus.” — Notitia. Eccl. p. 112. 
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Pontiff from the sentence of inferior tribunals, and Sozomen, 
the Greek historian, gives us in these words the result. “ The 
Roman Bishop having taken cognizance of the cases of each of 
them, and finding them all to harmonize in the Nicene faith, 
admitted them to his communion. And since, on account of 

THE DIGNITY OF HIS SEE, THE CARE OF ALL BELONGED TO HIM, 

he restored each one to his church.”* 

These facts are inexplicable in the hypothesis that the right 
of appeal was conferred by the Fathers of Sardica on the Holy 
See. A dose inspection of the two canons that regard this 
matter, will convince you that the Fathers conceded no such 
right, though they fully recognised its existence. The first 
enactment which they made on this subject, was intended to 
correct an abuse, not to confer a privilege. Before this, a con- 
demned bishop had the facility of obtaining a new trial from 
the bishops of the neighbouring province, without alleging sa- 
tisfactory reasons. To prevent this, it was enacted that no 
new trial should be granted, unless by the special authority of 
the holy See, who should appoint the judges. This enactment 
abridged the power of the Metropolitans, who could no longer 
grant a new trial, which, before, was left to their discretion. 
With regard to appeals to the Pope, “ from the judgment of 
those bishops who belonged to the neighbouring parts,” the 
council, at the suggestion of Gaudentius, decreed, that if a 
bishop “ should proclaim that his cause should be heard in the 
city of Rome, another bishop should not, after his appeal, by 
any means, be ordained in the place of him who appears to be 
deposed, unless the cause be determined by the judgment of 
the Roman Bishop.” This enactment supposes the right of 
appeal, and does not Create it ; but it restrains the provincial 


* Out fa irivt'rmv xnfa povicte tthnrm TpQa-Mxevent fa* rif *r»v 

tyovou, «xar» nriv idiav \xx mviclv xTrifux f. — Sozomen, 1. iii. Hist. £ech 
c. 7. “ The opinion of the Roman See’s supremacy , seems to have pre- 
vailed very much in the fourth century. Fleury brings remarkable 
proof of this from the writings of Socrates, Sozomen, Ammianns, Mar- 
cellinus, and Optatus.” — Hallam, Middle Ages , ch. vii. p. 270. 

2 B* 
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bishops from proceeding to the ordination of a new bishop, 
even after a second trial, should the condemned bishop inter- 
pose an appeal for a final hearing in the Roman court. It de- 
termines this appeal to have the effect of suspending ^11 pro- 
vincial acts.* The case of Athanasius, into whose See, whilst 
his cause was pending at Rome, Gregorius had been intruded, 
gave occasion to these canons. Had the right of appeal been 
conferred by that council, it would still be worthy of remark 
that it was with a view to honour the chair of Peter. The in- 
fluence of the Roman Bishop, had it at all originated in the 
greatness of the imperial city, must have been on the wane ever 
since Constantine raised the new seat of empire at Byzantium. 
The prejudices of Constantius should have made him view, 
with peculiar jealousy, every new privilege of a See whose 
Bishop was the avowed and implacable enemy of Arianism, 
and had so lately sustained Athanasius against the Arian faction, 
which that emperor so much favoured. The Fathers of Sar- 
dica had been called together by the letters of this Arian empe- 
ror, at the instance of Constans, whose influence Julius em- 
ployed for that purpose. Every thing, then, concurred to 
persuade them to diminish, rather than augment, the pre- 
rogatives of that See ; and nothing could have induced them to 
recognise its superiority, or admit its rights, but the deep-rooted 
conviction that they were the rich inheritance bequeathed by 
the prince of the Apostles to his successors. 

With regard to the statements of Fleury, you may enjoy the 
benefit of them as far as they may be sustained by historical 
facts ; wherever these are wanting, we are free to dissent from 
his peculiar views, or reject his statements. But when you 
claim “ his acknowledgment as conclusive, that a vast and de- 
plorable change has passed over our primitive doctrine,” you 
mistake doctrine for discipline, and you confound the extent of 
prerogative with essential rights. Fleury was of opinion that 
the false decretals served for the amplification of papal prero- 

* See “ Del Concilio di Sardica Dissertazione Polemico-Canonica, 
Roma, 1783.” 
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gative, which, with other French divines, he was anxious to 
confine within the narrowest limits : but he and they loudly 
proclaimed the Catholic doctrine of the divine institution of the 
Primacy. It is foreign to my purpose to examine the correct- 
ness of these views, as I am only anxious to vindicate doctrine, 
without embarrassing the investigation by disputes about the 
extent of privilege ; but I may be allowed to observe, with a 
modern Protestant writer, that, some years before the compila- 
tion of Isidore, “ there was a genuine collection of canons, pub- 
lished by Adrian I., in 785, which contain nearly the same 
principles, and many of which are copied by Isidore, as well 
as Charlemagne, in his capitularies.”* 

* Hall am, Middle -Ages, p. 273. 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

Having vindicated the spiritual supremacy of the Holy See, 
by the divine authority of Scripture, and the testimonies of the 
venerable ancients, I should consider my task completed ; but 
I regret to find that you have presented another topic for dis- 
cussion, which is more likely to awaken prejudice, than to 
dispose for the investigation of truth. The temporal power of 
the Pope is, you would appear to believe, and are willing to 
persuade others, an article of Catholic faith, or, at least, was 
proposed as such for several ages by the Popes who success- 
ively occupied St Peter’s chair. You even intimate that each 
Catholic is sworn to sustain the exercise of that power, should 
it be attempted, and you allege to this effect a portion of “ the 
profession of faith,” published by Pius IV. : “ I acknowledge 
the holy Catholic and Apostolical Roman Church to be the 
mother and mistress of all churches, and I promise and swear 
true obedience to the Roman bishop, the successor of St Peter, 
the prince of the Apostles, and vicar of Jesus Christ.” Though 
you are mistaken in supposing that this oath is taken by every 
Catholic, since it is almost exclusively confined to persons 
occupying some office or dignity in the Church, or to converts, 
on their admission to her communion, yet I freely admit that 
the obligation which it implies, is common to every member of 
the Catholic Church. It is manifestly no more than submission 
to the spiritual authority of the Pontiff, for obedience is pro- 
mised him only as successor of the fisherman, and vicegerent 
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of Him whose kingdom is not of this world. The prelates and 
priests who have made that promise at the foot of the altar, have 
not hesitated, no more than the laity, to stand forward before 
the public tribunals, and, on their oaths, renounce allegiance to 
every foreign prince or potentate. You insist that “ it is plainly 
impossible to know what true obedience means, unless we 
understand the extent to which the Pope has a just right to 
demand it.” Notwithstanding the disputes of the schools, as 
to the extent of pontifical prerogative, we understand perfectly 
well what true obedience means, namely, submission to the 
legitimate exercise of pontifical authority, as generally recog- 
nised and admitted by the Catholic Church. It consequently 
implies submission to those decrees which are directed to main- 
tain the general order of the Church, so wisely regulated by 
the canons, which have emanated from General Councils, or 
from the Holy See itself. We know that no obedience is due 
to any authority, in any thing immoral or wrong. In command- 
ing us to honour our parents, God has not appended any limi- 
tation to the commandment ; and yet, no one feels that it war- 
rants obedience in any thing adverse to the Divine law. 

With the disputes which once agitated the schools and the 
world, with regard to the rights of Popes over sovereigns, we 
have nothing to do ; we live in a different state of society from 
that which gave rise to them. The Pontiff is no longer the 
recognised head of the commonwealth of Christendom, as he 
naturally, and almost insensibly became, when the nations of 
Europe, being all Catholic, looked up to him as the common 
Father of all, the highest interpreter of the relative duties and 
rights of all, and their most sacred and powerful protector. 
“ The Pope,” says Sir Edward Sandys, a Protestant, “ was the 
common Father, adviser, and conductor of Christians, to recon- 
cile their enmities, and decide their differences.”* Kings ap- 
pealed to him to judge of the justice of their complaints against 
each other, before they summoned their subjects to the field of 

* Survey of Europe, p. 202. 
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battle to avenge their wrongs.* Nations raised their voice to 
him, imploring him to admonish the sovereign who abused his 
power, lest suffering should goad them into revolt, and the 
horrors of anarchy succeed the more tolerable evils of oppress- 
ion. Before Gregory VII. hurled the pontifical anathema against 
Henry, the Saxon subjects of this monarch had accused him, 
to Alexander, the predecessor of this Pontiff, as having com- 
mitted flagrant injustice, in depriving Otho of Bavaria of his duke- 
dom.t Impatient of his tyrannic sway, they afterwards broke 
out into open revolt, and the authority and mediation of Gre- 
gory were employed to induce submission, with a pledge that 
he would use his influence on the side of justice. It was only 
when the excesses of Henry defied all remedy, and were ag- 
gravated by a direct attack on the Pontiff himself, in an attempt 
to depose him, that Gregory ventured to declare that the ties 
which hitherto had bound his subjects to such a monarch, were 
snapped asunder.f The ground of this extraordinary act, al- 
leged by a writer almost cotemporary, was the violation of a 
compact between freemen and their elective head. “ Freemen,” 
said this writer, “ put over them Henry as king, on condition 
that he should study to judge his constituents with justice, and 
govern them with royal solicitude : which compact he has con- 
stantly broken and slighted. Therefore, even without the judg- 
ment of the Apostolic See, the princes could justly refuse to ac- 
knowledge him any longer as king, since he disregarded the 
fulfilment of the compact, to which he had assented at his elec- 
tion, and which, being violated, he could no longer be king.”§ 


# See Novalis, Schriften, Berlin, 1826, 1 Th., p. 191 ; also Lettres Sur 
l’Histoire, Tom. II., Lett. 41, et Tom. III., Lett. 62; also in Mat. Paris, 
A. D. 1195, the appeal of Richard I. to Celestine III., against the duke 
of Austria, for having detained him prisoner at Trivallis. The Pope ex- 
communicated the Duke for refusing to do justice. — Quoted by Milner, 
Letter 46, on Supremacy. 

t See Baronii Annales, Tom. XI., an. 1072, p. 405. 

t Ibidem, an. 1073, p. 479. 

§ “ Liberi homines Henricum eo pacto sibi prseposuerunt in regem, 

ut electores suos juste judicare, et regali providentia gubernare satage- 
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There is, then, a closer affinity than at first appears, between 
the political principles of that age and those of the present day. 
The crown was held on the strength of a virtual, if not express 
compact, which necessarily supposed correlative obligations on 
the sovereign and the people.* The Pontiff did not pretend that 
he could, at will, annul these obligations, but, on the contrary, 
he used all his influence to obtain their fulfilment ; and when, 
after every effort had failed, he issued the sentence of deposi- 
tion, he meant to dispense with no moral duty, but authorita- 
tively to declare that, in consequence of the abuse of power, it 
had reverted to those by whom it had been committed to the 
sovereign, in trust for the public good. 

The justness of this view of the principles on which Gregory 
and sbme of his successors acted, will appear from comparison 
between a modern absolution from the oath of allegiance with one 
of the thirteenth century. After the enumeration of the griev- 
ances which the American colonies had suffered from George 
III., the Declaration of Independence concludes : “ We, there- 
fore, the representatives of the United States of America, in 
general congress assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge 
of the world for the rectitude of our intentions, do, in the name, 
and by authority, of the good people of these colonies, solemnly 
publish and declare, that these united colonies are, and of 
right ought to be, free and independent states; that they are AB- 
SOLVED from all allegiance to the British crown ; and 
that all political connexion between them and the state of Great 
Britain is, and ought to be, totally dissolved.” — In like man- 
ner, the enumeration of oaths made to the Pontiff by Henry on 
his coronation, and on other occasions, and afterwards violat- 

ret, quod pactum ille postea prsevaricari, et contemnere non cessavit, &c. 
Ergo, et absque sedis Apostolic® judicio, principes eum pro rege merito 
refutare possent, cum pactum adimplere contempserit, quod iis pro elec- 
tione sua promiserat ; quo non adimpleto, nec rex esse poterat.” — Vita 
Gregorii VII., in Muratori Script. Rer., Ital., T. 111., p. 342. 

* Thus, in 889, Guido was elected king of Italy, to protect and govern 
with royal care. “ Ad protegendum et regaliter gubemandum.” — An- 
nali d’ltalia, Maratori, Tom. Xll. p. 125. 
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ed, as also of violence, rapine, and other crimes, precedes the 
sentence pronounced by Innocent IV. in the first Council of 
Lateran : — “ The aforesaid prince,” says Innocent, “ having 
rendered himself so unworthy of the empire and kingdom, 
and of all honour and dignity, and being cast off by God on ac- 
count of his iniquities, that he should not reign, or command ; 
and being bound fast by his own sins, and cast away, we show 
and denounce him as deprived by the Lord of all honour and 
dignity, and nevertheless, by our sentence we deprive him, and 
absolve for ever from their oath, all who are bound to him by 
the oath of allegiance.”* In both cases, there is a solemn de- 
claration, that the people are absolved from the oath of alle- 
giance: grievances, excesses, and tyranny are alleged as the 
ground of either declaration. The American declaration is 
made by men who lay no claim to any divine authority in ex- 
pounding moral obligation, but rest on facts of public notoriety, 
and principles of natural right : the. Pontifical declaration ema- 
nates from one recognised as the authoritative guardian of faith 
and morals, and is grounded on facts equally notorious ; — on 
pledges solemnly given and violated, and on principles result- 
ing from tire very frame of society as it then existed. It was 
intended and calculated to give the sanction of religion to the 
assertion of natural right, and to quiet the conscience of the 
timorous, by showing that the public trust, having been flagrantly 
abused, the pledge of fealty given to the holder of it ceased to 
be obligatory, and the right of choosing a more faithful guar- 
dian of order, reverted to those whose privilege it was to 
choose him. The Pontiff accordingly added : “ Let those, 
then, to whom the election of an emperor in the said empire 
belongs, freely choose his successor.”! I am not surprised, 
that those who have proclaimed the divine origin and absolute 
character of regal authority, should vehemently inveigh against 
these acts of the Pontiffs ; but I am astonished that the princi- 

* Cone. Lug. T. VII. Cone. Hard. p. 385. 

t “ Illi autem ad quos in eodem imperio Imperatoris spectat electio, 
eligant libere suceessorem.” — Innoc. IV. in sent. dep. Frederici Cone. 
Lug. I. T. VII. Cone. Hard. p. 386. 
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pies on which the Roman Pontiffs acted, should not be respect- 
ed by those who regard royalty as a trust for the people, and 
the highest officer in every form of government as a public 
servant, who may be dragged from his elevation if he abuse his 
power, — principles entertained and acted on in the ages erro- 
neously supposed to have been unillutnined by a spark of lib- 
erty. Long before the first instance of Pontifical interference, 
forfeiture was deemed a consequence of the violation of the 
condition on which kings and emperors held their scep- 
tres. This was the sentiment, and the feeling of those 
ages, and the Pontiffs, whom circumstances placed at the 
head of society thus constructed, gave expression to that 
sentiment, and the sanction of religion to that feeling. “ The 
public opinion of Europe in the eleventh century,” says a mo- 
dern writer, “ was represented by a truly great man, Hilde- 
brand, or, as he was called after his accession to the chair of 
St Peter, Gregory VII. In his own age, every one of these 
measures counteracted some evil principle, and helped to work 
out an antagonizing principle of civilization.”* Another living 
writer, evidently adverse to the Popes, is forced to express his 
admiration of their influence in the middle ages. “That was, 
indeed, a splendid dominion which had been erected over the 
mind of man by the Gregories and Innocents! Its temporal 
were always subordinate to its spiritual ends. It was a tyran- 
ny, which repaid, by ample and substantial benefits, its demands 
upon the independence of mankind. It required tribute and 
homage, but it bestowed order, civilization, and, as far as was 
possible, in such fierce and warlike times, peace. It was a 
moral sway, not, like the temporal sovereignties of the time, 
one of brute force. It had comparatively nothing narrow or 
personal ; it united Christendom into a vast federal re- 
public ; it was constantly endeavouring to advance the borders 
of the Christian world — to reclaim the heathen barbarism of 
the north of Europe — or to repel the dangerous aggressions of 
Mohammedanism. The Papacy, during the dark ages, not- 

41 Foreign Quarterly Review, for January, 1836. 
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withstanding its presumptuous and insulting domination over 
the authority of kings and the rights of nations, was a great in- 
strument in the hand of Divine Providence, a counteracting 
principle to the wild and disorganizing barbarism which pre- 
vailed throughout Europe, a rallying point for the moral and 
intellectual energies of mankind, when they should commence 
the work of reconstructing society upon its modern system. 
In such lawless times, it was an elevating sight to behold an 
emperor of Germany, in the plenitude of his power, arrested in 
his attemps to crush the young freedom of Italian republics : a 
warlike, or a pusillanimous tyrant, a Philip Augustus of France, 
or a John of England, standing rebuked for their crimes and 
oppressions, at the voice of a feeble old man in a remote city, 
with scarcely a squadron of- soldiers at his command; and with 
hardly an uncontested mile of territory.”* Such is the tribute 
which the evidence of facts has extorted from q?en, by no means 
devoid of prejudice. It is time to do justice to the great and 
good men, who laboured strenuously and successfully for the 
good of society, as well as for the advancement of religion. 

The maxim, that not to oppose error is to approve of it, 
cannot be applied to the acts of the Pontiffs, to give them a 
weight paramount to a doctrinal definition, for no abstract 
maxim opposed to faith was broached, but a power was exer- 
cised, which might be jegarded as an accidental appendage of 
their office, arising from their relations to the actual social sys- 
tem ; or they might be considered as merely authoritatively 
declaring the cessation of obligations, on account of the viola- 
tion of conditions on which they were originally made to de- 
pend. The prevalence of the opinion for some ages proves 
that it must have been sustained by something more than the 
mere example of Gregory VII. It must have had its root in 
the very nature of the relative obligations of the governors 
and the governed, according to the frame of society which 
then existed.t It must have been in accordance with the gene- 

* London Quarterly, for February, 1836. 

t “ If,” says Southey, “ the papal power had not been adapted to the 
condition of Europe, it could not have existed.” — See Fletcher, p. 157, 
Comparative View. 
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rial feelings of right and justice, growing out of these social re- 
lations, and it cannot have been that capricious and wanton in- 
terference with public right, which some have imagined. But, 
common as the sentiment may have been, and deep as may 
have been the conviction of the Pontiffs that it was the prero- 
gative of their station, either as heads of the social system, or 
as expounders of moral obligation, it never attained to the au- 
thority of a dogma, noteven when Innocent III., to justify his 
interference in the quarrel between Philip Augustus and Rich- 
ard of England, maintained, that “ though he could not judge 
of the right to a fief, yet it was his province to judge where sin 
is committed, and to prevent public scandals ;* — or, when the 
advisers of Boniface VIII. applied the same principle to regal 
acts in general, and contended that ratione peccati , as far. as the 
sinfulness of acts of regal authority might come in question, 
the king was subject to the Pontiff.t 

The third canon of Latran, which you object in connexion 
with this subject, is founded 6n the feudal system. The vassal 
vowed homage to his lord, the baron to his sovereign, and 
sovereigns themselves, in many cases, to the Pope,f the recog- 
nised head of the whole system. When bandittis filled the 
Christian lands with desolation, pillaging or. destroying the 
churches and monasteries, assailing the defenceless virgins of 
God, massacring the clergy, measures were adopted, in the 
absence of a well-constructed system of civil polity, to check 


* This is an instance of the successful interposition of the Pope to 
prevent war between Christian princes. Philip easily acquiesced -. Rich- 
ard yielded to the threat of ecclesiastical severity . — Vita Innocentii III. 
T. III. part i. p. 503. 

t “ The sovereign Pontiffs,” says Count Le Maistre, “ never endea- 
voured to increase their temporal dominions to the prejudice of the law- 
ful princes, or to molest them in the exercise of sovereignty, much less 
to usurp it. They never claimed but the right to judge princes subject 
to their spiritual authority, when these princes were guilty of certain 
crimes .” — Du Pape , Tom. II. ch. viii. 

t The Emperor Lothaire III. consented to pay homage to Innocent 
II. for the lands of Countess Matilda, and made the oath of fealty, — 
Muratori, Annali, an. 1133. 
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these excesses. The councils of the Church were the occa- 
sion of the union of the emperor with kings and barons, as in 
general congress :* and whilst the decision of revealed doc- 
trines was left to the bishops, measures of a mixed character 
were adopted by the common council, or with the assent and 
concurrence of the civil authorities.t It was decreed, then, 
that in case any baron, or inferior lord, should foster the here- 
tics whose excesses were enumerated,^ he should forfeit his 
territory, the property of which had been given him by his 
liege lord on conditions incompatible with such favour. The 
declaration of forfeiture was reserved to the head of society, to 
the peace and welfare of which, the delinquent baron was re- 
garded as a traitor. — All this, you perceive, has relation to 
times that are no more, and that never can return. It has no 
semblance of a definition of faith, but it is a mere legislative 
act, made in the assembly of the states general of Europe. 

The zeal of the Council of Trent against duelling, led the 
Fathers to enact, that any prince holding a city as a fief from 
the Church, should forfeit it, were he to permit that detestable 
practice in his territory. You allege this as a proof of the 
temporal claim being sustained by the Fathers, because you 
cannot conceive that they could otherwise add a new condition 
to the tenure, and one so important, that a breach of it should 

* « What a parliament is in England, a general synod was for Chris- 
tendom ; and so necessary was the assistance and authority of the tem- 
poral powers conceived to be (since the capitularies of Charlemagne) to 
the making of such a synod, that without such legal strength it did not 
proceed.” — J. B. Clinch, in an anonymous Vindication of Dr Troy, p. 
166. 

t The incapacities and pains attached to the Manichean heresy, in 
the Lateran Council, are exactly the same as in the Justinian Code ; and 
they had the temporal authority, at least 650 years before they were stat- 
ed in this council.” — Clinch, ib. p. 210. 

X “ Who exercise such horrid cruelty upon Christians, as neither to 
regard churches, nor monasteries, nor to give quarter to widows, or to 
orphans, or old men, or boys, or any age or sex ; but who, like heathens, 
destroy and desolate all before them.” — III Lat. Can. ult. 
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work a forfeiture : but you must know, that the tenure of all 
fiefs was conditional, there being in every such tenure an im- 
plied condition, that the interests of the lord paramount should 
be sacredly guarded.* The limitation placed by the council 
showed the caution of the Fathers not to interfere with territo- 
ries wherein no such feudal depcndance existed. But why do you 
refer to an order of society which has passed away ? Chris- 
tendom is no longer a republic united under one head: the 
spiritual authority of the Pontiff is discarded by the sovereigns, 
whose predecessors once knelt to do him homage ; the na- 
tions who formerly looked to his interposition as the best 
shield against oppression, now rely on other means of protec- 
tion: the thunders of the Vatican, which at times shook 
thrones, and struck down tyrants, are no longer heard, except 
when faith is assailed, or the order of the Church is violated : 
and the Pontiffs are content, as in the earliest and brightest 
days of Christianity, to send the ministers of peace abroad to 
the world’s extremity, preaching the everlasting Gospel. On 
what principle, then, can it be pretended, that a pledge of obe- 
dience to the Roman Bishop, as successor of Peter, and Vicar 
of Christ, implies any obligation inconsistent with the most 
perfect and undivided allegiance to the civil government under 
which we live ? Such a construction of our oath is not only 
against the natural and obvious meaning of the words, but 
their well known and universal acceptation : and you are too 
well acquainted with ethics and jurisprudence to suppose that 
any other construction is to be put upon an oath, than that in 


* u The essential principle of a fief, was a mutual contract of sup- 
port and fidelity. Whatever obligations it laid upon the vassal of ser- 
vice to his lord, corresponding duties of protection were imposed by it 
on the lord towards his vassal.’' — Hallam , Middle Ages , ch. ii. p. 75, note. 

Blackstone teaches, that every fief is subject to escheat, if the vassal 
commit an enormous crime : because “ the tenant, by perpetrating the 
atrocious crime, showed that he was no longer to be trusted as a vassal, 
having forgotten his duty as a subject, and, therefore, forfeited his feud, 
which he held under the implied condition, that he should not be a trai- 
tor or a felon. ” ~ Blackstone' s Commentaries , 1. ii. n. 73. 

2 c* 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



330 


TEMPORAL POWER. 


which it is generally understood, and avowedly taken. It is, 
then, unfair and unkind to indulge the conjecture, that, by any 
possibility of construction, that oath could give rise to any 
obligation having relation to an order of society which for ages 
has had no existence. The reference which you make to the 
Council of Florence, in which we are taught, that to the Roman 
Pontiff “ in the person of blessed Peter, full power was given, 
by our Lord Jesus Christ, of feeding, ruling, and governing 
the Universal Church,” — refutes your objection : for the pleni- 
tude of power is there clearly determined by the very terms to 
regard the feeding with sound doctrine, ruling with salutary 
laws, and governing with just administration the Church of 
God. — We care not what sentiment may have prevailed when 
that creed was set forth : it is sufficient, that it was not embo- 
died in the formulary itself, that it cannot in any way deter- 
mine its meaning. The fluctuating and jarring opinions which 
may from time to time prevail to a greater or less extent 
among schoolmen, are entirely distinct from the defined dog- 
mas of Catholic faith. When the sainted Pius V. and the 
stern Sixtus Quintus hurled the Pontifical anathema against 
Elizabeth, whom an act of the English parliament had previ- 
ously declared illegitimate, they did not define any point of 
doctrine : yet, though they relied on the fact of illegitimacy as 
a radical defect in her title to the crown, they did not obtain 
the acquiescence of the English Catholics on this delicate point 
of civil authority. Not even the iron rule of Elizabeth herself, 
which would have driven any other class of men to a general 
revolt, was for them a sufficient motive to hesitate in their al- 
legiance. Since her day, no instance can be pointed out of 
any attempt of a similar character. 

You suppose that the Pontiffs still cherish the pretension, 
and you strengthen your suspicion by the measures which were 
adopted to induce the clergy of France to recede from the po- 
sition which they had taken in compliance with the wishes, 
and, as you say, through obsequiousness for the judgment of 
their royal master. Had they merely denied the deposing 
power, your inference might appear just; but you are aware, 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



OPINIONS. 


331 


that their famous declaration of 1682 contained three other 
articles of a very distinct character. It was sufficient, that any 
one of the articles was open to discussion, to warrant the Pon- 
tiff to treat with reserve a body that seemed to anticipate the 
decision of the Church by so solemn a declaration, in a matter 
regarding his authority. The bishops of France acted, then, 
as beeame prelates careful to preserve inviolate the unity of 
the Church, when they wrote to Innocent XII., that they had 
never intended to make a decree of faith by their declaration, 
and assured him of their profound submission to the rights of 
the Holy See. 

The four opinions given by that profound jurist, Mr Butler, 
with regard to the extent of Pontifical prerogative, only show 
the liberty which we enjoy in all things where the defined doc- 
trines of faith are left untouched. You “cannot comprehend 
the unchangeableness of a creed, the meaning of which its 
own best friends find it so hard to discover.” There is no 
difficulty whatever, among Catholics, on the points which 
Mr Butler has accurately stated : “ It is an article of Catholic 
faith, that the Pope has, by divine right, 1. A supremacy of 
rank; 2. A supremacy of jurisdiction in the spiritual concerns 
of the Roman Catholic Church; and 3. The principal authority, 
in defining articles of faith.” If you cannot comprehend the 
unchangeableness of a doctrine comprising these points clearly 
and distinctly, you have less perspicuity than your skilful at- 
tack on the Primacy would lead me to suppose. The disputes 
excited on certain exercises of prerogative, do not render ques- 
tionable prerogatives loudly proclaimed by all. How many 
political controversies agitate the republic with regard to the 
precise extent of the power of the President, and yet the presi- 
dency itself is acknowledged by all, and its chief prerogatives 
are recognised with equal unanimity. 

You express your opinion, that Mr Butler, who was so pro- 
foundly versed in legal science, must have smiled within him- 
self, at the weakness of his argument, when he urged the oath 
established by the British parliament for the Roman Catholics, 
and the answers of five universities, and the opinion of the Gal- 
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lican and English divines, with others, as settling such a ques- 
tion.” Though not a lawyer, I venture, on common sense 
principles, to say, that Mr Butler could, with propriety, urge 
these proofs as abundantly sufficient. A code of oppressive 
laws weighed down a devoted and faithful people, whose al- 
legiance to the government, proved by their general conduct, 
was vexatiously questioned, on the ground that they cherished 
an opinion of Pontifical prerogative adverse to the supreme 
authority of the state. They disavowed it on their oaths. 
This, surely, in itself, was settling the question, for they were 
known to be so tenacious of the doctrines of religion, and so 
full of reverence for the sanctity of an oath, that they chose to 
suffer the loss of all their civil rights, rather than renounce the 
faith of their forefathers. Nothing more was necessary. Yet 
the minister of state consults foreign universities in France, 
Spain, and Flanders ; countries distinguished for their devoted 
attachment lo Catholicism and the Holy See — unless you 
please to except France, on account of some disputes about 
the extent of Pontifical prerogative and national privileges. 
All concur in disavowing the opinion, and yet you smile at the 
jurist who considers the question settled. — I submit the view 
taken of it by a clergyman of the Establishment, which fully 
coincides with that of Mr Butler : — “ If it be asserted,” writes 
the Rev. A. O’Callaghan, “ that such are the claims of the Holy 
See, or the pretensions of the Roman Catholic Church, or the 
opinions of the Catholic laity of the present day — the imputa- 
tion is equally false, unprincipled and insidious. It is re- 
futed by the daily practice of every district in the Catholic 
world ; by the acts of independent states, whether republican 
or monarchical ; by the solemn declarations of universities, 
canonists, and professors of divinity ; and by the oaths, either 
sworn or tendered, of the whole Catholic body. I do not 
envy the casuist, or divine, who circulates Bibles without note 
or comment, and resists such evidence as this. Ido not envy, 
but I am astonished at him.”* 

* Observations on the State of Political and Religious Feeling iu 
Ireland. By the Rev. A. O’Callaghan. London, 1827. 
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I waive, however, all advantage to be derived from the Galli- 
can declaration, or from the answers of the Universities of Sor- 
bonne, Louvaine, Douay, Alcala and Salamanca, all disclaiming 
the temporal power, or from the oaths of the English and Irish 
Roman Catholics, abjuring it; and I stand on the broad ground 
of Catholic faith, and deny that we must be charged with prin- 
ciples that are not found in the authorized symbols of faith, or 
doctrinal definitions. You assert, that 44 from the days of Gre- 
gory VII. up to the time of Sixtus V., the claim of temporal, 
as well as spiritual supremacy, was constantly proposed by the 
Popes as an article of faith, acquiesced in, both tacitly and pro- 
fessedly, by the great body of the Church.” I regret that you 
should have hazarded an assertion which you cannot sustain by 
fair and honourable argument. Why not refer to some defini- 
tion or decree in which this article of faith was propounded ? 
Such does not exist.* The Pontiffs who entered into collision 
with sovereigns, issued no solemn definition of their right, or 
of its origin ; but acted on principles which were acknowledged, 
and which were intimately connected with the established order 
of society. The solemn deposition of the Emperor Frederick, 
made by Innocent IV. in the presence of the bishops assembled 
in councilt at Lyons, could not, from that circumstance, derive 
the character of a definition, even should you insist that their 
presence was equivalent to approbation ; because even a solemn 
act of the whole council is not a doctrinal decree, and does not 
necessarily establish a right or principle, though it may form a 
presumption in its favour. When the German empire is in 
question, it must be remembered that it rose into existence in 

* 44 The deposing power of Popes never was an article of faith, or a 
doctrine of the Church ; nor was it ever proposed as such, by any coun- 
cil, or by the very Popes themselves who exercised it. At present it is 
not maintained even as an opinion by Roman Catholic theologians.” — 
Archbishop Troy , of Dublin , in his Supplement to the Pastoral Instruction 
0/1793, p. 126. 

t 44 Prssente Concilio.” In the sentence of deposition this style is 
observed. In the decrees, generally, we read : 44 Sacro approbante Con- 
cilio.” 
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the person of Charlemagne, tinder the influence, and with the 
sanction, of the Pontiff. I care not to examine critically the 
degree of that influence, and the weight of that sanction: it is 
sufficient that the great Charles bowed to receive the crown 
from the Pontiff’s hands, and that the name of emperor falling 
from the lips of the third Leo, was repeated with enthusiasm 
by the millions spread throughout the resuscitated empire.* * * § 
From that moment the Pontiff was looked up to as the guar- 
dian of the imperial crown : it was his prerogative to give it to 
the successful aspirant, who even journeyed to Rome to receive 
it. No one received the title, or exercised the authority of em- 
peror, until crowned by the Pontiff :t and the gates of the Va- 
tican were thrown open for the coronation only after he had 
pledged himself that he would sacredly maintain the privileges 
of the Church, as well as the rights of all classes of his subjects.:): 
Is it then wonderful that the Pontiff was regarded as authorized 
to examine whether the pledges had been redeemed, and in case 
of their violation, to declare the forfeiture of power held by such 
a tenure ? Luden, a Protestant, has observed what is true in a 
sense still more comprehensive than he intended : “ The impe- 
rial crown obtained its real importance through the Popes.” 
“ The Popes,” he says subsequently, “ acquired the full con- 
sciousness of the power, which, in those ages of vicissitude 
and tempest, the wants of men had accumulated upon their 
See.”§ Of the exercise of that power Ancillon, no friend to the 
Popes, says : “ In the middle ages, when there was no social 
order, it was the influence and power of the Popes that per- 
haps alone saved Europe from the state of barbarism. They 
formed a supreme tribunal, erected in the midst of universal 
anarchy ; and their decrees were, in general, as respectable as 
they were respected. It was their power that prevented and 
stayed the despotism of the emperors ; that replaced the want 

* Muratori, Annali, Tom. X. an. 800. 

t Ibid. Tom. X. an. 876, p. 441. An. 879, p. 15. An. 880, p. 31. 
An. 901, p. 229. An. 1027, p. 23. 

' t Ibid. An. 916, p. 299. An. 1014, p. 395. An. 1109, p. 107. 

§ Geschicte dee Teutschen Volkes, von Heinrich Luden. 
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of equilibrium, and diminished the inconveniences of the feudal 
system.* 

You put it to our own good sense and candour to say, what 
the Pope himself would be likely to pronounce, if the question 
of his temporal power were submitted to him, and you give 
several reasons why he should put such a construction on the 
definition of Florence, as to assert his claim to temporal autho- 
rity. Common sense forbids it : the propriety of words would 
be manifestly violated, and the false and forced construction 
would be glaring. It is not in this way that the Apostolie See 
expounds the definitions of councils, or sustains its privileges. 
There is not the most indirect reference to such a power in the 
Florentine decree; and the Fathers cannot be thought to have 
in any way sanctioned an opinion of which they took not the 
slightest notice. 

I am sorry that such a vain hypothesis has led you to pen 
the concluding sentence : “ And, therefore, I am compelled to 
conclude, that the oath to render true obedience to your su- 
preme Pontiff, takes high precedence of every human obliga- 
tion, as your system now stands ; and that there is as yet no 
sufficient warrant for any other definition of Papal power, than 
that which has been inscribed upon the history of nations, in 
characters of blood” What, sir, were your repeated profess- 
ions of kindness to conduct us to this conclusion ? Was it your 
intention, when you had laboured in vain to disturb our faith 
in the divine institution of the Primacy, to throw suspicion on 
our allegiance and devoted attachment to the government under 
which we live ? Did you design to force on us a false interpre- 
tation of our creed, and thence to infer that you found no war- 
rant for any other definition of the spiritual power which we 

* Ancillon, quoted by Fletcher, Comparative View, p. 157, American 
edition. “ Feudalism was the worst foe to social order, because it was 
equally opposed to the sovereignty of the monarch, and the liberty of the 
people. Could it have held its position, Europe must have sunk into 
barbarism; but it, had to oppose a powerful principle — the influence of 
the Church. In the eleventh century, the Papacy fought the battle of 
freedom and civilization .” — Foreign Quarterly, for January , 1836. 
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reverence than one inscribed in characters of blood ? You 
must read history anew if you have so far mistaken its bear- 
ings. You will find the Papal power exerted in the person of 
Clement to restore unity where it had been disturbed by the 
violence of faction, and from that period down to this, employ- 
ed for the same purpose, so worthy of the representative on 
earth of the meek Saviour of men. You will find its history, 
for the first three ages, marked only with the blood of the mar- 
tyred Pontiffs. You will see the ancient faith at all times 
strenuously defended by the Bishops of Rome, and every error, 
whether it proceed from a bishop of Constantinople, or a pa- 
triarch at Antioch, or Alexandria, authoritatively condemned. 
You will see the missionaries of Rome going to the world’s 
extremities to announce the glad tidings of salvation, with the 
sacrifice of all life’s pleasures, and at the peril of torments and 
death. If we appreciate the blessings of the Christian reli- 
gion, we must acknowledge that to Rome, under heaven, all of 
us are originally indebted for them. And even that power 
which associated itself with the Primacy in the middle ages 
was eminently beneficent.* History shows that it was inter- 
posed, generally, to correct vice, to shield the weak, to pre- 
vent civil war and anarchy. The legates of the Pontiff were 
angels of peace, entreating the rival monarchs to be recon- 
ciled : — pleading with the haughty sovereign in favour of an 
oppressed people. The blood that occasionally flowed in the 
contests that followed the exercise of Pontifical authority, 
would have been shed, in many instances, had no such inter- 
position taken place : and if sometimes it has flowed at the 
bidding of the Pontiff, it was mostly when the helpless- 
ness of female virtue was to be defended against the aggression 


* Southey says “the Papacy was morally and intellectually the 
conservative power of Christendom. Politically, too, it was the saviour 
of Europe.” Another modern writer says : “ The Papal power was 
for ages the great bulwark of order amid the turbulence of the semi- 
civilized people of Europe .” — American Encyclopedia , Article , Gregory 
VII . 


Digitized by 


Google 



BENEFICIAL RESULTS. 


337 


of marauders, or the cause of justice and humanity was to be 
sustained. If, in the complicated relations of the Popes, and 
the general disorganization of society, excesses sometimes hap- 
pened, over which humanity weeps, it should still be remem- 
bered that the power of the Church, in the main, “was a 
blessing which God bestowed upon the middle ages — where 
every thing would have been darkness, and bloodshed, and 
disorder — that alone guarded and perpetuated order, and jus- 
tice, and light.”* 

* Foreign Quarterly, for April, 1836 . — History of the Franks. 
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MODE OF ELECTION. 


Right Reverend Sir : 

In your chapter on the mode of electing the Pope, and the 
ceremonies of his installation, you say : “ That the bishop of 
Rome, as well as all other bishops, was elected, in primitive 
times, by the clergy of his own city and diocess, with the con- 
curring suffrages of the people, is a fact so manifest, through- 
out the writings of the Fathers, that it cannot be, and never 
has been, questioned by ally. ,, Although the share which each 
class had, at different times, in these elections, may, I believe, 
be a fair matter of inquiry, I am unwilling to embarrass our 
discussion by entering into it at present. A similar feeling 
prompts me to pass over your assertion, “ that after the estab- 
lishment of Christianity in the Roman empire, the sovereigns 
exercised the right of confirming the election of the Pope, and 
that, after much contest upon the subject, it was left to the 
cardinals, in the eleventh century, to elect the Popes without 
any interference on the part of emperor, senate, or people, and 
such has been the course pursued from that period to the pre- 
sent day.” Whatever inaccuracy may be in this general state- 
ment, does not demand any special correction at this time. 

The measures now adopted to secure the tranquillity and 
freedom of the electors, and to preserve them from all bias, are 
mentioned by you, and your surprise at the adoption of such a 
system, “ for the purpose of securing a result which is to be 
attributed to the divine direction,” is, to me, a subject of aston- 
ishment. Surely, our reliance on God would assume the cha- 
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racier of presumption, were we to neglect the precautions which 
prudence prescribes for obtaining a happy result. Your own 
bishop Bull has well said : “ The divine assistance and hu- 
man industry always went together hand in hand, and an ana- 
thema is due to that doctrine that separates and divides them.”* 
Since, then, public elections were sometimes attended with 
disorder and tumult, through the intrigues and violence of the 
factious and ambitious, you should admire the retirement of the 
conclave, where all is conducted in the utmost tranquillity. 
The cardinals are the chief of the clergy of the Roman Church, 
having the titles and principal charge of the ancient churches 
of the city, with a few of the neighbouring bishops, who were 
wont to intervene in the election of the Bishop of Rome. They, 
consequently, exhibit the ancient form of election, though, 
with some modification, found necessary by the change of cir- 
cumstances. Besides the precautions taken to prevent external 
influence, they daily invoke the Holy Ghost during the eon- 
clave, at a solemn mass, celebrated for that purpose, and they 
swear aloud, that their vote, which they place in the sa- 
cred chalice, on the holy altar, is according to their conscien- 
tious judgment : “I call to witness Christ the Lord, who is to 
judge me, that I choose the person who, before God, I judge 
ought to be elocted.”t However I may admire the simplicity 
of the primitive ages, I cannot but think that the mode of elec- 
tion now in use is better guarded against undue influence and 
other disorders. You style this mode the most extraordinary 
known in the history of man, but it is attended with nothing to 
give it this extraordinary character, save its sacred solemnity 
and inviolate liberty. The term election by scrutiny , which 
you use, might be mistaken by your readers for some mysterious 
mode, that gave this extraordinary character ; and though it 
literally corresponds to the Latin term, you might translate it 

* Bishop Bull’s Serin., “ Human Means Useful to Inspired Persons ,” 
Vol. I., p. 960, Oxford edit., 1816. 

t See Bull of Gregory XV., JSterni Patris Filins, an. 1621, Tom. III. 
Bnllarii, p. 396, edit. Lugd., an. 1692. 
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“ vote by ballot,” as it really means, which would not be very 
extraordinary to your readers. Two-thirds of the electors 
must concur in a choice ; and when, on balloting, this is found 
not to be the case, a new balloting occurs, unless some accede 
to a candidate, and thereby give him the necessary majority. 
The tickets of accession are given in with the same caution as 
in balloting, to secure the electors from the influence of fear, 
or favour. No cardinal can, in any case, vote for himself, and 
his vote is never, through compliment, counted in his favour. 

The ceremonies which follow the election, are indeed mag- 
nificent — indicative of profound veneration for him who, by the 
judgment of God, if I may borrow the language of Cyprian, is 
to occupy the chair of Peter. You surely cannot have any 
serious difficulty about the term adoration , used in the cere- 
monial, as it originally signifies respect or reverence, and is not 
at all intended here to signify divine homage. The genuflex- 
ions— kissing of the feet and hands — are ceremonies of orien- 
tal origin, used, in primitive times, to all bishops. The eleva- 
tion of the newly elected Pope on the altar, is intended to 
express that he is to be the special representative and vicege- 
rent of Christ. The tiara which is placed upon his head, is an 
ornament of great value, but designed to represent a far more 
precious crown, that awaits him, if he prove a faithful steward 
of his Divine Master. The epithet “ Father of princes and of 
kings,” designates his high authority in the Church of God, in 
which princes and kings are undistinguished from the lowliest 
of their subjects ; and he is styled “ Ruler of the world,” in 
the same sense as Peter is said, by Chrysostom, to have been 
placed over the entire world. It may be, that the magnificence 
of this ceremonial ill accords with modem feeling and senti- 
ment ; but it is enough that its object is to impress our minds 
with veneration for the vicegerent of Christ, and that it has 
precedents imantiquity, and derives authority from the splendid 
ritual which God himself prescribed to the ancient priesthood. 
Why should we be fastidious about vesture, or marks of re- 
spect, if we revere in the Pontiff the authority of Jesus Christ, 
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the High Prieat of the new covenant, whose ministry be exer- 
cises 1 

In endeavouring to prove that the present mode of election 
is opposed to the Nicene canon, which, however, did not at all 
regard the Bishop of Rome, but the general provincial ordina- 
tions, you have fallen into several mistakes. You state that the 
cardinal electors “ are bishops already, although only titular 
bishops, consecrated by the Pope, for some far distant coun- 
try, without the least intention of ever beholding their nominal 
dioceses.” Allow me to set you right. Of the cardinals, six 
only are cardinal bishops, and these of the neighbouring Sees of 
Ostia, Porto, Albano, Preneste, Sabine, and Frescati. Some 
belonging to the order of cardinal priests are bishops, having 
Sees in Italy, France, Spain, or other countries, where they 
reside, governing their dioceses, unless the Pontiff, for the 
general interests of the Church, calls them to assist in his coun- 
cils. Of this class was the late Archbishop of Bourdeaux, 
whose memory is cherished with such veneration throughout 
this country, no less than in the See where he closed his Apos- 
tolic ministry. Fourteen are cardinal deacons ; so that of the 
seventy who compose the council of the Pope, like the elders 
who aided Moses in the government of the people, only six 
belong to the order of cardinal bishops, and few, if any, are 
of the class which you have described. It is wisdom to be 
cautious in making assertions, and not easily to censure what, 
when well understood, might be found worthy of approbation. 
The present mode of electing the Pontiff is proved, by the 
experience of ages, to be the best calculated to secure the 
choice of a worthy successor to Peter, by leaving the electors 
free from secular influence, whether it be imperial or regal 
controul, or popular violence. It may be popular to extol an- 
cient forms of election, when the right of suffrage was more 
extensive, but it would be fair to consider the tragic scenes 
which sometimes disgraced public elections, and which were 
the occasion of the abridgment of lay, or clerical privileges. 
Chrysostom observed, that Peter could himself have chosen a 
2 D* 
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successor to the fallen Apostle* without suffering any nomina- 
tion to be made by others, and that, in granting leave to the 
faithful to propose candidates, he limited their choice to a cer- 
tain class ; a power which his successors used, in the regula- 
tions from time to time made for the proper management of 
Pontifical elections* 
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Right Reverend Sir : 

You wish to be permitted to hope, that the claims of Ponti- 
fical supremacy will soon be abandoned : it might be cruel to 
preclude hope, if it were not criminal to foster delusion. The 
organization of the Church, such as it was framed by its 
founder, must remain unchanged until the consummation of the 
world ; and the foundation must continue, whilst the edifice 
stands — the monument of his power and wisdom. Every plant 
that the Father hath not planted, will be rooted up; every 
house, built on the sandy foundation of human wisdom, shall 
fall in ruins ; every kingdom divided against itself shall be 
brought to desolation : but that tree of life which the right 
hand of God hath planted, will bloom, in undecaying verdure 
and fruitfulness — against that house which is founded on a rock, 
the winds and waves dash in vain — against the kingdom go- 
verned by Peter, who received the keys from Christ — the gates 
of hell cannot prevail. Unity is its strength, and the See of 
Peter is the principle of that unity. 

You claim to belong to the Holy Catholic Church, but your 
claim is necessarily vain, as long as you reject that unity which 
is her vital principle, and refuse to harmonize, in faith, with 
that Church “ with which,” now, as in the days of Irenseus, “ on 
account of her powerful principality, all must agree.” To be 
in the communion with the Catholic Church, you must, as 
Cyprian and Ambrose, Augustin and Optatus have taught us, 
be in the communion of the Bishop of Rome. In the symbol 
of the Apostles, you profess to “ believe in the Holy Catholic 
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Church ;” but as long as you refuse to hear the voice of that 
Shepherd, to whose care Christ committed his iambs and sheep, 
you have no claim to be of his dock. The Arians repeated, with- 
out difficulty, the Apostolic symbol, and would have been well 
satisfied if no other test of their faith were exacted, than to 
believe 44 in Jesus Christ our Lord, the only Son of God the 
Father.” You say that 44 you profess the faith held by the 
primitive Church ; taught by the early Fathers ; sanctioned by 
the first four General Councils.” If you profess their faith 
in regard to the mysteries which they protected against the 
temerity of man, imitate, I pray you, their profound veneration 
for the successor of Peter. You have heard the enthusiastic 
acclamations of the Fathers of Ephesus, when the letter of 
Pope Celestine was read : 44 This is a just judgment-— to Ce- 
lestine, the guardian of the faith — to Celestine, who harmo- 
nizes with the synod — to Celestine, the whole synod returns 
thanks. There is one Celestine— one Cyril — the faith of the 
synod is one — the faith of the world is one.”* On the reading 
of the doctrinal letter of Leo, at Chalcedon, you have heard 
the Fathers exclaim : 44 This is the faith of the Fathers — thii 
is the faith of the Apostles. All of us have this belief — the 
orthodox believe this. Anathema to him who does not believe 
this. PETER HAS SPOKEN BY LEO.”t With what 
appearance of consistency can you claim communion with those 
venerable men, whilst you reject that authority under whose 
guidance they proceeded, in their most solemn acts? What 
avails it to receive their definitions of the dogmas then contro- 
verted, if you listen not, as they did, to him who 44 is estab- 
lished the interpreter for all of the voice of Peter the Apostle ?”J 
Would not the Fathers of Chalcedon, could they re-appear on 
earth, rebuke you for what, in their strong language, they 
would call 44 frenzy against him to whom the care of the vine- 
yard was entrusted by the Saviour ?”§ 

* Act. II., Cone. Eph., Tom. I., Coll. Hard., Col. 1472. 

t Cone. Chalc., Act. II., Tom. II., Coll. Hard., Col. 505. 

t Synodical Letter of the Council of Chalcedon to Leo, Tom. II., p. 
655, Coll. Harduin. § Ibid. 
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Leaving you to answer these questions, I proceed to reply 
to yours. “ Why do you insist that Christians, who hold the 
same ancient creed, are not equally belonging to the Catholic 
Church, because they are alienated from each other on minor 
points of polity or doctrine?” Were one question to be an- 
swered by another, I would ask you why you would exclude a 
Unitarian from the Catholic Church, who would repeat the 
Apostolic creed in his own sense and meaning ? But I reply, 
more directly, that we exclude none from the Catholic Church 
for mere difference on minor points of polity ; but for dissent 
from revealed doctrines, solemnly defined by the highest doc- 
trinal tribunal in the Church, or for the violation of unity. Our 
authority for this exclusiveness is no less than that of the di- 
vine Founder of the Church, who ordained that the refractory 
against her decree, even in a matter of much less importance, 
should be regarded as the heathen and the publican. When 
at the end of the profession of faith we declare that out of this 
Catholic faith none can be saved, we certainly do not include a 
belief in the deposing power ; and you are sufficiently acquainted 
with our principles to know, that we do not, thereby, take 
upon us to anticipate the divine judgment, in regard to such as, 
through misfortune, rather than by their own fault, might be 
ignorant of some article expressed in that formulary.* You 
know, also, in what terms Cyprian, Augustin, Optatus, and 
the Fathers generally, urge the necessity of unity ; and how 
unreservedly they declare that martyrdom itself cannot avail, 
where unity is violated. You can, then, easily conceive why 

* Episcopalian divines are equally vehement in asserting the neces- 
sity of belonging to the Catholic Church, though they are liberal enough 
to embrace a strange amalgamation of sects, under this term. Bishop 
Beveridge, in his sermon on “ Salvation in the Church only,” says : 
“ Seeing, therefore, that the Holy Ghost hath so positively affirmed that 
the Lord added to the Church such as should be saved, and likewise 
hath given us such extraordinary instances of it ; it is no wonder that 
the Fathers so frequently assert that there is no salvation to be had out 
of Christ’s Holy Catholic Church ; but that whosoever would be a mem- 
ber of the Church triumphant in heaven, must first be a member of the 
Church here militant on earth.” — P. 77, Vol. I. 
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we attach so much importance to obedience to its guardian. 
There is one faith, as there is one Lord ; and that faith re- 
gards all tilings, whatsoever Christ teaches by the Apostolic 
ministry, even to the consummation of the world. The images 
which you use to illustrate the nature of the Church, are not 
apposite when applied to dissentient sects : “ Does a body 
cease to be united to its head, because one member becomes 
torpid, and another deformed, and a third spasmodic ? Does a 
fold cease to be one, because the rams of the dock are accus- 
tomed to contend, instead of feeding side by side in peace 1 
Does a family cease to be one, because the nearest relations 
have quarrelled ? Does a crew cease to be one, because they 
refuse to eat together ? Does a nation cease to be one, because 
factions and party-spirit divide the people?” — I have learned 
from the Divine Scriptures, that obstinate error against faith, 
is the cancer that spreadeth,* and the limb must be amputated.t 
The member that communicates not with the head, no longer 
appertains to the body. The child who has abjured parental 
authority, is not regarded as of his father’s household. Mu- 
tinous sailors, who will not acknowledge the captain, cannot 
be any longer regarded as the crew of the vessel. A portion 
of the people that refuses to recognise, in any way, the gene- 
ral government, ceases to belong to the nation. Suppose that 
any state of the Union should utterly discard the national insti- 
tutions, and not only assert its own sovereignty and independ- 
ence, but refuse to pay any regard to the enactments of con- 
gress, or the constitutional acts of the President; could any man 
say that a state thus asserting and maintaining its absolute 
independence, would still continue to be one of the United 
States? The bickerings of the schoolmen, national antipa- 
thies, the rivalries of individuals, and all the miseries of weak 
humanity, within the Church, do not cause separation ; but the 
moment a proscribed error in doctrine is publicly avowed, or 
the governing authority constituted by Christ is cast off, the 
individual gains independence at the cost of the sacrifice of 

* 2 Tim., II. 17. t Gal. v. 12. 
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communion with the Holy Catholic Church. In pride and 
folly he has left the house of his Father, and cannot enjoy the 
privileges of a son, until he return humbled and submissive : 
44 He cannot,” says St Cyprian, 44 have God for his father, who 
bas not the Church for his mother.”* Your cases are not in 
point. When Paul and Barnabas separated, neither of them dis- 
agreed in doctrine, or broke the bonds of Church communion, 
but merely differed in regard to the indulgence to be exercised 
towards one, whose former conduct seemed to demand severity. 
If Victor actually executed his threat to cut off the Asiatic 
churches from the communion of the Catholic Church, which 
may be questioned, they must have remained cut off, until the 
remonstrances of Irenaeus and other prelates induced him to 
Tevoke the measure. Stephen never excommunicated Cypri- 
an, but forbad any change in the ancient usage ; and though he 
thought that those who might persevere in the innovation 
should be separated from the communion of the Catholic 
Church, peace, howeveT, prevailed in his heart, and in the 
hearts of the dissentient, that no evil of schism should arise 
between them.t 

You ask, secondly : Why do we 44 aver, that the creed of the 
primitive Church Catholic warrants you in placing the supre- 
macy of the Pope among the articles of faith ?” Because the 
Apostolic creed speaks of only one 44 Holy Catholic Church,” 
and that of Nice and Constantinople explains it as 44 one 
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church.” The Church could 
not be one, without a principle or centre of unity, which is 
only found in the government of the one Pastor of the entire 
fold: it could not be Apostolic, unless the succession of its 
ministry were preserved uninterruptedly from the days of the 
Apostles; and this succession is only found in the See of 
Rome, and in the churches in communion with it.J Obedi- 

* S. Cyprian, De Unit. Eccl., p. 164, edit. Basil. 

t S. Aug. 1. 5. de Bapt. contra. Donal. c. 25. 

$ 44 We do not deny that the Apostolical succession hath been con- 
tinued in the Church of Rome.” — Bishop Beveridge Serm. I. Christ's 
Presence with his Ministers , p. 24, Vol. I. 
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ence to the Bishop of Rome, as Bishop of the Catholic 
Church, was acknowledged as necessary In the days of Cor- 
nelius and of Cyprian ; and whatever forbearance was practis- 
ed in regard to those, who, admitting the authority, remon- 
strated against some acts of its exercise, those who obstinately 
rejected the authority itself, were considered aliens from the 
Church, and from Christ. Thus, Cyprian argues from the 
words of Christ to Peter, that though the Apostles were equal 
to him in the honour and power of the Apostolate, “ Christ, by 
his authority, ordained the origin of the same unity, that the 
Church may be shown to be one — the commencement comes 
from unity, that the Church may be shown to be one.” Hence 
he speaks ofNovatius as an alien from the Church, because not 
subject to the authority of Cornelius, its lawful Bishop, and his 
followers as persons separated from the Church ; and he treats all 
who are not under one Bishop, as aliens from her communion. 
His words are emphatically strong : — “ By the mystery of his 
{seamless) garment, Christ declared the unity of the Church 
Who, then, is so wicked and perfidious — who so maddened by 
the rage of discord, as to imagine, that the unity of God can 
be rent, or as to dare rend it — the garment of the Lord — the 
Church of Christ? He, himself, warns us in his Gospel, and 
teaches us, saying : ‘ There shall be one flock, and one Shep- 
herd.’ And does any one think, that there can be in one place 
either many shepherds or several flocks ? . . . . What peace, 
therefore, do the enemies of the brethren promise themselves ? 
what sacrifices do the rivals of the priests believe that they 
celebrate? When they are assembled, do they think that 
Christ is with them, who are gathered together out of the 
Church ? Even should such persons be slain for the name of 
Christ* that stain is not washed away by blood. The inexpi- 
able and heinous crime of discord is not cleansed by suffer- 
ing. He who is not in the Church, cannot be a martyr.”* 
Take these words, and reconcile them with the theory which 
would make a Catholic and Episcopalian bishop in the one city, 

* S. Cyprian de Unit., p. 167 et 168. 
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with their separate flocks, portions of the Catholic Church ; 
and would present so many sects without any connecting link, 
without any common authority to bind them together, as com- 
posing the one fold of the one Shepherd. Jerome surely be- 
lieved with us, that communion with the successor of Peter 
was essentia], when he addressed Damasus, assuring him that he 
knew that the Church was founded on that rock — that whoso- 
ever is out of it, is like those out of the ark when the flood 
came— that it is profane to eat the mystic lamb out of this 
house — that whosoever doth not gather with him, scattereth,and 
that not to be with him, is to fall away from Christ, and to 
declare oneself a friend of Antichrist. Optatus believed the 
same, when he declared it schismatical and sinful to erect any 
Episcopal chair in opposition to that of Peter, and reproached 
the Donatists with calling themselves the Church, whilst they 
were in a state of separation from that See : “ Christ,” says 
he, “indicates in the canticle of canticles, that his dove is one, 
that she is a chosen spouse, an enclosed garden, and a sealed 
fountain ; so that all heretics neither have the keys which Pe- 
ter alone received, nor the ring with which the fountain is said 
to be sealed : and to none of them the garden belongs in which 
God plants the shrubs.” .... “What,” he afterwards re- 
marks, “ can you say to these things, you, who secretly cher- 
ish, and shamelessly defend schism, taking to yourselves the 
name of the Church ?”* 

If you believe, that an oath of true obedience to the Pope is 
taken by every Catholic, you are in this, as in other matters, 
egregiously mistaken. Obedience.is due to him by all, as the 
prelate placed over all; but that obedience is given, when the 
faith is preserved, and the laws of the Church, and its order, 
are maintained. What individual Catholic receives from him 
a command ? Yet, to read your book, one would suppose that 
we are daily receiving from him, or expecting to receive, new 
mandates. The obligation of obedience, resulting from the di- 
vine institution of the Primacy, is strengthened by no special 

* Opt. Afri. 1. 1. pp. 7. 17. Edit. Wirceburg. 
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pledge on the part of the infinite majority of Catholics. The 
pledge is scarcely given by any, except the clergy placed in 
offices of high responsibility, as it is meet that they should 
give a solemn engagement to fulfil the trust reposed in them. 
Converts, in some places, make it on their admission into the 
Church ; because, having been previously estranged from this 
authority, it is deemed proper that they give a voucher of their 
sincerity. 

You proceed to ask us : 44 Why do you, in the same creed 
of Pope Pius IV., retain the clause by which the professor of 
your faith most firmly admits and embraces Apostolical and 
ecclesiastical traditions, and all other constitutions and observ- 
ances of the Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, when there 
are so many changes, variations, and innovations, brought in 
upon the primitive system ?” — Because it is meet, that all the 
children of the Church should view with reverence her observ- 
ances and institutions, whether they come down from the Apos- 
tolic age, or be of later introduction, resting on the legislative 
and governing authority of the successors of the Apostles. 
The terms regard disciplinary usages, rather than articles of 
faith, and are applicable to any modification of discipline which 
may be sanctioned by the Church. As to the points on which 
variation in discipline is asserted by you to have taken place, 
I think it unnecessary to enter into any discussion; for in all 
things merely disciplinary, the discretion of the governing power 
may be exercised: but when you begin by 44 the kiss of chari- 
ty ” which, however, is still preserved among the rites of so* 
lemn mass, ordination, and other functions, you remind me of 
the trivial causes of separation alleged by the Greeks against 
the Latins in the eleventh century, one of which was, that the 
Latins shaved their beards ! 

Fourthly, you ask : 44 Why do you retain another clause of 
the same creed : 4 1 also admit the Sacred Scriptures, according 
to the sense which the holy mother Church has held, and does 
hold, nor will I ever take or interpret them otherwise than ac- 
cording to the unanimous consent of the Fathers,’ when it is so 
manifest, that the Fathers do almost unanimously interpret 
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your favourite texts in plain opposition to your present sys- 
tem ?” To us, at least, this is not quite so manifest, and, I should 
hope, that you yourself have serious misgivings as to the cer- 
tainty of your inference from these words. The rule, how- 
ever, is borrowed from St Vincent of Lerins.* 

Fifthly, “ Why,” you say, “ do you (we) profess another 
clause of the same creed: 4 1 also profess, and undoubtedly re- 
ceive all other things delivered, defined, and declared by the 
sacred canons and general councils, and particularly by the 
Holy Council of Trent,’ when you know so well, that a vo- 
lume might be filled with those passages from the canons and 
councils which retain no place in your present system ?”— 
There is not a single dogma defined by a General Council, that 
is not professed by the Catholic world at this day. The doc- 
trine of the Catholic Church, her solemn definitions, and au- 
thoritative expositions, are especially contemplated by that 
clause. None of the terms are strictly applicable to enact- 
ments : so that you cannot fill a line, much less a volume, 
with things delivered, defined, and declared, which are not in 
full vigour. y 

“ Why,” you again ask, “ do we continue the clause that 
follows, in which the believer is bound to declare, that he con- 
demns, rejects and anathematizes all things contrary thereto, 
and all heresies whatever condemned and anathematized by the 
Church ?” — The formulary is a close imitation of the seventh 
canon of the first Council of Constantinople, which is the se- 
cond of the four councils whose faith you profess to hold. In 
that canon, the Fathers require that converts from heresy should 
anathematize several sects of heretics by name, and, in a general 
way, every heresy opposed to the teaching of the holy, Catholic, 
and Apostolic Church of God.t You understand by anathema 
a solemn curse: we have already seen, that there are others 
who interpret it in the more gentle sense of separation from 

* Common, n. 3 et n. 28. 

i tuct&t/A&ri£<itT&t 7Tt Lrx.v ettpirtv jui) tpovouretv ^ov«< i t k 

S-ik £ <*VoroMJu» •wtxsviV— Can. vii. Cone. 1. Const. Col. 
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the Church of God ; but as the heresies are the object of the 
anathema, it may not appear so odious to anathematize 
them as it would be the persons who profess them. You are 
compelled to admit that the primitive Church was wont to use 
this formulary ; but you assert that “ she confined it to errors 
in the fundamental articles of faith. ”* The canon just quoted 
proves that she was equally unsparing as the Council of Trent 
towards all heresies whatsoever: and all ecclesiastical history 
shows that the Church anathematized all errors against re- 
vealed truth, whether that truth was fundamental or otherwise. 
Thus the Novatians, whose error regarding the power of for- 
giveness, and the Quartodecimans observing Easter on the 
same day as the Jews and the Rebaptizers, fell under the ana- 
thema of the ancient Church. This formulary, borrowed from 
St Paul, was considered as sanctioned by the divine injunction 
— “ If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the 
heathen and the publican. ”t You need no longer be scanda- 
lized at the use of this expression in regard to heresies or here- 
tics, for it has great precedents and high authority in its favour. 
You know that the acclamations of the Council of Trent were 
but the echo of all the ancient councils. If it pronounced 
many anathemas, it is only a melancholy evidence, that error®, 
opposed to the truth of God, were broached in great number. 
I shall leave you to interpret “ anathema” as you please, and 
only observe that the Fathers of Trent affected no greater charity 
than that which animated the early Fathers, who, in like man- 
ner, proscribed every novelty that opposed the knowledge of 
God — and that which the Apostle of nations cherished, who 
himself would have wished to be an anathema from Christ for 
the sake and salvation of his erring brethren. 

I almost sicken with disgust at perceiving men delicate in 
the choice of words, when the rejection or detestation of per- 

* Bishop Bull, of the Establishment, wrote against Episcopius, in 
vindication of the anathema pronounced at Nice against the Arians. — 
See his work entitled “ Judicium Ecclesi© Catholic©, &c.” Episcopius 
had called the Nicene anathema “ harsh and uncharitable." 

t Matt, xviii. 17. 
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nicious error is to be expressed, and reckless in advancing 
charges affecting the character and the rights of millions of their 
fellow beings. You say: “throughout the British dominions 
yon are bound to curse, as a heretic , the monarch whom you 
obey as a king.” You bring the matter to our doors: “True 
it is, that even in the United States, the 6ame melancholy ne- 
cessity pursues you.” It does not become me to repel these 
assertions in the strong language which they provoke and so 
justly merit: but I must inform you that you are grievously 
mistaken. The early Christians prayed for the pagan 
emperors, even for those who persecuted them : and we sin- 
cerely pray for all those who are in high station, whether 
they oppress or protect us. The anathemas which the tribu- 
nals of the Church have pronounced against the professors of 
heresy, deprive them of the privileges of ecclesiastical com- 
munion, but do not change the social relations. We are 
known publicly and solemnly to pray for the president, for 
congress, for the governor and legislature, and for all our fel- 
low-citizens ; and we yield to none in the sincerity of our sup- 
plications for the prosperity of the national and state govern- 
ments, and the happiness, temporal and eternal, of all — even of 
those who either openly traduce us, or who, with the honied 
accents of kindness on their lips, utter unworthy insinuations 
against our principles and conduct. 

Lastly, you ask : “ why do you cling to the phantom of in- 
fallibility?” You may call it a phantom, but Jesus Christ 
gives us the assurance that it is He who teaches through the 
Apostolic ministry :* and his Apostle declares that the Church 
is “ the pillar and the ground of truth.”t The experience of 
eighteen centuries shows that his words have not failed, for not 
a single dogma has ever been solemnly defined which it has 
been found necessary to recall or abandon. The temporal 
power of the Pope haunts you as a phantom ; and because it 
appeared in the middle ages, and disappeared when society 
had assumed anew form, you insist that the infallibility of our 

* Matt, xxviii. 5, ult. t 1 Tim. iii. 15. 

2 E* 
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doctrinal tribunals has been forfeited. You will not consider 
whether the Pontiff acted as the highest interpreter of moral 
obligation, defining the limits of relative duties between sub- 
jects and sovereigns, when both appealed to his judgment— or 
whether his peculiar influence in the revival of the western 
empire gave him special rights over the occupant of the throne; 
— or whether the voluntary acts of sovereigns themselves gave 
him the authority of a lord paramount; or whether the very 
structure of society disposed men tacitly to concede, or recog- 
nise this power.* None of these, or other considerations, 
though all grounded on facts of history, are admitted by you te 
account for the prevalence of the opinion favourable to the tem- 
poral claim : but you fancy it to be a dogma, though no Pontiff 
ever proposed it as such ; and you reason thence against what 
you are pleased to call “ the phantom of infallibility l” 

You make a distinction, which, to me, is somewhat novel, be- 
tween failing and falling . “ The Saviour” you say “prayed for 
St Peter, that his faith should not fail: therefore, that faith was 
certainly infallible. But although the Apostle’s faith was not 
allowed to fail, it was assuredly allowed to fall, so that he de- 
nied his master !” When Christ disclosed to Peter the vio- 
lent efforts which Satan was determined to make against all 
the Apostles, and gave him the assurance of having made a 
special prayer for him, he did not surely refer to the approach- 
ing temptation of that tragic night, for then he was to prove 
more frail than the others. He especially regarded the time 
in which he was to discharge the duties of his office, as head 
of the Church, by confirming his brethren in faith. How 
beautifully, how naturally, does the great Leo explain the Sa- 
cred Text! “ The danger arising from the temptation of fear, 
was common to all the Apostles, and they likewise needed the 

* Although the empire was not a feud , the whole fabric of society was 
feudal, and the dependanee of sovereigns on the Pope, as the representa- 
tive of Him who is the source of power, was more easily conceived than 
the dependence of an inferior lord on the sovereign. The ideas of men* 
were borrowed from the actual social relations, and every thing assumed 
a feudal character, just as the republican system prevails, and its forms 
are assumed here most naturally in all the relations of society. 
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aid of the Divine protection, since the devil was desirous of 
harassing them all, and of destroying them all ; and yet, special 
care of Peter is taken by the Lord, and supplication is made 
especially for the faith of Peter, as if the state of the others is 
likely to be more secure, if the mind of the prince be not over- 
come.”* But, explain as you will this text, have you not 
heard Christ’s promise, that the gates of hell shall not prevail ? 
I am not disposed to borrow your phraseology, and term your 
nice distinction between failing and falling mere trifling ; but 
when I see you perpetually recurring to the opinion about the 
temporal power, I cannot but think that you feel the difficulty 
of combating, by direct argument, the certain prerogatives ,of 
the Primacy. 

We have, at length, arrived at your conclusion. You ad- 
vert to the plan of re-union, which was entertained, for a time, 
by Bossuet, Leibnitz, and some others, but which was soon 
abandoned ; and you express your reasons for believing that 
there is, at present, an approximation towards unity. I am 
surprised, however, to find you laying great stress on the part 
which governments should take in bringing about so desirable 
an object. Surely this observation is, at least, useless in this 
country, where the government cannot in any way interfere in 
matters of a purely religious nature, and is scarcely in harmony 
with the spirit of the age in which we live. “The efforts, 
however,” you add, addressing us, “ necessary for such a pur- 
pose, rest chiefly with yourselves,” and the reason you give, 
is indeed extraordinary in the extreme. “ As your claims now 
stand, it is a mistake to suppose that you can be satisfied with 
equal rights and privileges. You may think so in a country 
like the United States, so long as nothing better is attainable. 
You may think so in a country like Great Britain, where you 
have been deprived of those equal rights for centuries you 
might have added that we think so in France, and in Belgium, 
where we are emphatically the nation. But, by what right 

* S. Leo M. Serm. 3, in anniv. assumpt. su». 
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do you make an assertion so prejudicial to our civil rights, and 
excite the jealousy and suspicion of our fellow citizens, belong- 
ing, as you do, to a church which, in the only country in which 
it can be said to have had existence, or, at least, influence and 
power, has “ galled us,” as you admit, “ with the yoke of 
Protestant ascendancy ?” Do you not lay yourself open to the 
suspicion of sighing after the union of church and state, when, 
after having, throughout your work, laid much stress on 
the part which emperors took in convoking councils, at its 
close you distinctly state, that the great majority of the early 
councils WERE ORDERED BY THE GOVERNMENT? What Would 
you say of us, were we to repeat your remark, that “ a judi- 
cious employment of encouraging effort, on the part of those 
governments which have an established religion to maintain, 
would soon, under God, produce a settlement of all serious 
difficulty ?” 

You multiply assertions, which, to say the least, are ground- 
less. Thus, addressing us, you say: “You are bound in 
conscience , to contend for power, until your Church is what 
you think she ought to be, the acknowledged mistress of the 
world. You are bound in conscience to be discontented un- 
til your rulers conform to your faith.” ... You accuse us “of 
being compelled, by the very terms of our professed belief, to 
intrigue, to agitate, to proselyte, to strive and to persevere, 
until we have gained every inch of our ancient territory.” 
These are serious charges : they ought not to have been lightly 
or wantonly made. Permit me to say, sir, with all the em- 
phasis which truth can warrant, or self-respect allow, that we 
have no power to contend for, save the triumph of truth, by 
the acceptance of the eternal Gospel of Him whose kingdom 
is not of this world. When He shall reign in the minds and 
hearts of all, from one extremity of the earth to the other, then 
shall his Church appear as a queen on his right hand in golden 
vesture, sparkling with every precious ornament. The vir- 
tues of her children — the humility of their faith — the purity of 
their love— their patience under oppression — their heroic re- 
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turn of kindness to their traducers — are the brightest jewels 
of her crown — and she covets no dominion— no ascendancy- 
save that of virtue over vice— of faith over unbelief — of the 
truth of God, and of his grace over the passions and pride of 
his rebellious creatures. “ The weapons of our warfare are 
not carnal, but powerful through God to the destruction of for- 
tifications, subverting of counsels, and every height that ex - 
alteth itself against the knowledge of God, and bringing into 
captivity every understanding to the obedience of Christ.”* 
— Our obligations are somewhat better understood by our- 
selves, than you have succeeded in explaining them. We are 
bound to respect our rulers, and to submit to every legitimate 
exercise of the established authorities, — to obey the laws, — to 
maintain the order of society — to love all men — and last, not 
least of all, to pray for them that persecute and calumniate us. 
There are persons who intrigue, who agitate, who proselytize, 
who are never weary in devising schemes for gathering mo- 
ney, and scattering tracts, and who send agents in every direc- 
tion, avowedly to oppose the diffusion of our faith ; and yet I 
would rather ascribe all this to that zeal which is not according 
to knowledge, than to any malignant spirit of anti-christian 
hate. You exhort us to examine over and over again the 
grounds of our system : but, it has been the study and guide 
of our youth— the meditation which occupied mature age, and 
gave us strength for virtuous exertion ; and we have seen num- 
bers expire in the settled conviction of its truth and divine 
origin. Every examination confirms the belief, that God is 
its author, and challenges the expression of our gratitude to 
Him, who strengthens the pupil of our eye to gaze on his 
glory, as here reflected through the mirror of revelation, for 
“ he hath not done in like manner to every nation, nor hath 
he manifested his judgments to them.”t 

You seem to have written for the government of England 
and for the congress of sovereigns, whom you urge to bring 


* 2 Cor. x. 4. 


t Psalm oxlvii. 
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about the union of which you speak, rather than for the United 
States, though you throw out also this suggestion : “ Why not, 
on the free soil of the United States, propose to meet the various 
denominations, for the sake of friendly and affectionate discus- 
sion, instead of casting down the gauntlet of proud defiance, 
and challenging each other to the public war of words ?” You 
are aware, that we have not been in any instance those who 
threw the gauntlet. We are wont to pursue the even tenor of 
our way, without molesting, even by a harsh word, those who 
choose to wander from the ancient path : we love not to con- 
tend in words, for we have learned from St Paul, that “ it is to 
no profit, but to the subversion of the hearers and we only 
raise our voice in defence of truth when assailed, in obedience 
to the same Apostle, who wishes us not only to be able to ex- 
hort in sound doctrine, but also to convince the gainsayers.t 
It is easy to foresee, that an assembly, such as you suggest, 
would present the most incongruous exhibition of the repre- 
sentatives of an almost countless variety of sects, without a 
single principle of union — that it would soon loose the charac- 
ter of a friendly and affectionate discussion ; and that it would 
terminate as it had begun; or, perhaps, with an increased feel- 
ing of bitterness and hostility. The advocates of the sects, 
without meaning it, would make us the most unjust reproach- 
es ; for, surely, we could not hope that any of them would be 
more mild or conciliatory than you, who profess such great 
kindness, and who, from the retreat of your study, after the re- 
flection of at least eighteen months, since the announcement of 
your work to its publication, prefer against us charges that can 
scarcely be heard without feelings that we must repress. What 
would it be, in the heat of discussion ? 

To me, it appears that calm reflection before God, in the 
silence of the closet, with humble prayer, is the means most 
likely to lead to happy results, by preparing the mind to be 
divinely illumined, and strengthening the heart to embrace truth, 


* 2 Tim. ii. 14. t Ep. Tit. i. 9. 
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at every sacrifice. In sincerity of heart, and with a deep feel- 
ing of the responsibility that awaits me at the tribunal of God, 
I exhort you, Right Reverend Sir, to seek that light, and fol- 
low its guidance ; and humbly do I pray, that we may be soon 
united in faith and communion. 

Your obedient servant in Christ, 

t FRANCIS PATRICK KENRICK, 

Bishop of Araik and Coadj. Philadelphia . 

Philadelphia, December 4, 1837. 


THE END. 
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